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CURRENT TOPICS. 


Ir 1s anNouncED that a transfer of 80 witness actions to Mr. 
Justice Norrx will be completed in a few days, and that they will 
be placed next in order for hearing after the actions now standing 
for trial before that judge. Twenty of these transferred actions 


will be taken from the list of Mr. Justice Kay, 40 from that of 
Mr. Justice Currry, and 20 from that of Mr. Justice Pearson. 








To oxviate the inconvenience experienced by solicitors in 
obtaining admission to the various courts during the sittings, 
arrangements have been made, with the sanction of the Lord 
Chancellor, for their admission (unless the courts happen to be 
too crowded at the time) on production of a card, which may be 
obtained by any practising solicitor gratis on his personal applica- 
tion, or on a written authority from him, at the office of the 
Incorporated Law Society, Chancery-lane. 





THE EXTRAORDINARY NUMBER of legal candidates at the forth- 
coming election is occasioning a good deal of inconvenience in the 
courts. We last week referred to the course adopted by Mr. 
Justice Nortn, who directed cases postponed for, the convenience 
of learned candidates to go to the bottom of the list. In a case of 
Davenport v. Charsley, before Mr. Justice Kay on Saturday last, 
that learned judge very properly intimated that he could not 
allow the postponement of cases on this ground unless all 
parties consented. Mr. Justice Pzarson has adopted a somewhat 
novel practice of selecting from various parts of his list certain cases 
to be tried on a certain day, in which cases, presumably, learned 
candidates who require to be elsewhere on that day are not 
engaged. The House of Lords has solved the diffculty by 
adjourning its sittings. If the ardent desire of the bar to serve 
the country in the House of Commons should continue unabated, 
it will be worth while to consider whether fature general elections 
cannot be held in the Long Vacation. 





THE ANNOUNCEMENT which we publish above with regard to the 


admittance of solicitors to the Royal Courts will probably be re- | J 


garded as a reasonable mode of remedying a grievance to the existence 
of which our columns have long borne witness. If any restriction 
is necessary in the admittance of solicitors to the courts, a milder 
restriction than requiring the production of a card can hardly be 
imagined. It is often asked, how is it that no difficulty arose as to 
this matter when the courts were at Westminster and Lincoln’s-inn, 
while there have been never-ceasing complaints since the courts 
migrated to the new building? The answer is to be found in the 
spirit of rigid adherence to the letter of instructions which always 
pervades a body of men employed under a chief, whether as 
policemen or doorkeepers. When a man dons the livery of a 
“force” he is tolerably certain to doff his common sense. 





Wirn REFERENCE to the corporate property tax to which we 
referred last week, we understand that an arrangement has been 
come to between the Commissioners of Inland Revenue and some 
of the City companies for the purpose of settling certain disputed 
points. Under this arrangement, the companies are to be at liberty, 
in making their returns, to group their houses according to streets 
and parisher, and, a8 @ consequence, to group the relative 
deductions. This is an important point, as, in some instances, the 





outgoings in respect of a particular house may exceed the revenue, 
and, if each house were returned separately, no allowance could be 
claimed for the deficit in such a case. Further, the commissioners 
consent to the exclusion from the return (in the case of companies 
falling in with the arrangement) of all furniture, plate, and other 
chattels producing no income ; and they agree to an allowance of 
ten per cent. being made for costs of management, instead of 
requiring a detailed return and examination of the several items. 
The arrangement, which includes other matters besides the above, 
appears to be, on the whole, a fair compromise ; and clubs and 
other bodies might well combine to effect a similar amicable 
adjustment of the many points in dispute. 





In tHe case oF Reg. v. Stead and others, the defendant Sreap 
has been sentenced to three months’ imprisonment, without hard 
labour, for the double offence of (1) abducting a girl under the 
age of sixteen, and (2) abetting an indecent assault upon the same 
girl. Each offence was punishable (the first under section 55 of 
24 & 25 Vict. c. 100, and the second under section 52 of the same 
Act) by imprisonment for not more than two years, with hard 
labour. The defendant, therefore, is now undergoing a sentence of 
imprisonment one-eighth of the maximum term which the court 
might have legally imposed, the sentence being sufficiently sub- 
stantial to show that .a good motive is no excuse for crime, and 
sufficiently merciful to show that a good motive will have proper 
weight in the meting out of punishment. In this point, as in the 
whole conduct of a trial exceptionally difficult, Mr. Justice Lorrs 
has displayed judicial qualities of the highest kind, which are 
nowhere more valued than in those sensational cases which have 
been so frequent of late. Inasmuch as it cannot be forgotten that 
a little knot of dignitaries allowed a statement to be published in 
the Pall Mall Gazette that the accounts of various outrages pre- 
viously published in that journal were substantially true, we think 
that the public is now entitled to know how far that statement was 
founded upon evidence which has now been shown to be sub- 


stantially false. 





We print elsewhere a rt of some important observations 
made by three of the judges upon the extraordinary prevalence of 
charges of indecent assault at the present assizes. All the learned 
judges ascribed this result tothe prurient literature which has been 
poured over the country, and two of them took occasion to warn 
juries to be watchful as regards these charges. That the warning 
is needed is shown by two of the cases already reported, in 
which such a charge was proved to have been made or used for 
purposes of extortion. It needs little experience to show that 
charges of this kind are particularly easy to make, and particularly 
difficult to disprove, and although, under the new Act, the 
prisoner’s mouth is no longer closed in this class of cases, this 
is a very insufficient protection against schemes laid by designing 
persons. It is not to be assumed, however, that all the numerous 
charges which are now made are false, nor is it n to show 
this in order to prove the lamentable results of the recent agita- 
tion. The inevitable consequence of turning people’s thoughts 
towards obscene subjects is to stimulate indecent acts. 









WHICHEVER POLITICAL PARTY may be returned to power as the 
result of the pending General Election, it is very probable that an 


amendment of the Bankruptcy Act will epgage the attention of 
the Legislature at no distant date. That the Act has been in 
every sense successful we scarcely think even its most ardent 
supporters will contend. The fact that less than fifty per cent. of the 
failures which occur in the country are administered under its 
provisions is undoubtedly a disappointment to its promoters and 
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those who have been appointed to administer the Act. There is 
abundant evidence to show that such a result was never antici- 
pated in the elaborate arrangements made in the appointment of 
official receivers and other officers, which were based upon the 
assumption that the number of estates to be dealt with under the | 
Act would average about the same number as under the late Act. 
The result is that, in districts where salaried officials have been 
appointed, the expenses of the offices exceed greatly the amount of 
fees received from the estates administered in such districts, whilst 
in districts where the official receivers are paid by fees the re- 
muneration earned by those officers will certainly not keep them in 
affluence. If such a result had been foreseen, it is scarcely 
probable that there would have been so much competition for the 
appointments. Until the political complexion of the new Parlia- 
ment is ascertained, it would be premature to predict what 
direction any amendment will be likely to take. It is stated 
that there is a feeling in some quarters (not difficult to be surmised) 
in favour of official receivers being allowed to undertake the ad- 
ministration of all estates, whatever the amount of the assets, and 
to abolish independent trustees altogether. If such a proposal 
should be made, we scarcely think it likely to be passed into 
law without strong opposition, though the Inspector-General, in 
his last report, apparently leads up to that suggestion. The chief 
question in considering in what way the Act should be amended 
will undoubtedly be how to bring cases which are now settled 
privately within its provisions. If our new Legislature will only 
profit by the experience of laws upon the subject, and not be 
carried away with high notions of brand-new and untried systems, 
we are satisfied that a very workable, and, on the whole, satisfac- 
tory, scheme might be devised for the registration of such arrange- 
ments, provided that the fact of registration would make the same 
binding upon a non-assenting small minority, say one-fourth in 
number and one-eighth in value. Such a provision would, we 
admit, be somewhat inconsistent with the theory on which the 
present Act proceeded, which was to compel all insolvents to 
undergo the publicity of an official investigation ; but we apprehend 
that, in — — our Pee some ought not to be exclusively 
guided by mere theory, and that expedi ought to claim a larger 
share of their consideration. And we have a very strong opinion 
that expediency is all on the side of our suggestion. If a com- 

ating provision, such as we have suggested, were given for the 
requirement of registration of private arrangements, very few of 
sach arrangements would ever take place without becoming known 
through registration. On the other hand, we think that to require 
such arrangements, where everyone interested acquiesces therein, 
to be registered in order to be binding upon assenting creditors, 
(which is put forward as a suggestion in some quarters) would be 
an entire mistake in policy, an unnecessary interference with the 
freedom of contract, and an unwarrantable inquisition into the 
private affairs of the subject. 





A warrze in the Times has drawn attention to the necessity for an 
alteration which would be a great convenience to the members of the 


profession whe have to frequent the Royal Courts. The staircase 
recently erected at the end of the Central Hall affords ready 
access to the Courts and some of the Chancery Courts, but 


there is no similar accommodation for wishing to proceed to 
of the other courts situated on either side of the Central Hall. 
corridors in which these courts are placed are too narrow for 
courts attract, and the winding staircases intended 
to them are rarely used, by reason of their being 
find, and few people being aware of their existence, 
he Probate Division, which are on the west 
the C Hall, correspond with the Queen’s Bench 
- and II., on the east side. To these courte a ready 
A approach might be provided by staircases leading 
A each wide of the Central Hall directly up to the 
is wufficient vacant space for a wide 
points indicated, and the necessary enlarge- 
archways in the walls of the Central Hall 
¢ the appearance of that portion of the build- 
matter, A , tests with the of Works, who 
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FORECLOSURE DECREES. 


Forxciosvre decrees have, since the Judicature Acts came into 
operation, undergone a considerable change in form, consequent on 
the fact that the Chancery Division is now enabled to give the 
same relief in an action on the covenant to pay as a common law 
court could formerly have given, and that in addition to the 
remedy by foreclosure. The late Sir George Jessel first called 
attention to the fact of the existence of this new jurisdiction, and 
Grundy v. Grice (noted in Seton on Decrees, p. 1036) is, we 
believe, the first recorded case in which the double jurisdiction was 
exercised. In that case (which is erroneously stated in Seton) 
the order was for an account of what would be due to the plaintiff 
up to the date of the chief clerk’s certificate, and up to six 
months after the date of the chief clerk’s certificate; then an 
order on defendant to pay the amount due up to the date of the 
chief clerk’s certificate for principal and interest, and for costs of 
action, and for subsequent interest up to payment, and upon pay- 
ment, re-conveyance. In default of payment the defendant was to 
yay in six months, or, in default, to stand foreclosed. In this 
case ap tly the amount due on the mortgage was not ascer- 
tained, and therefore the account to be taken assumed the double 
form above specified. There have been many cases since Grund; 
v. Grice varying more or less in the form and mode in whic 
relief has been granted. In Hunter v. Myatt (33 W. R. 411, 
L. R. 28 Ch. D. 181), which was before Mr. Justice Pearson in 
April last, the amount due for principal und interest at the 
date of the order was directed to be paid within one month ; 
then an account was to be taken of the amount due for principal 
and interest and for costs of the action, ‘‘and in taking such 
account regard was to be had to the amount, if any, which the 
plaintiff might have received under the direction before contained.” 
In default of payment within six months the defendant was to 
stand foreclosed. The whole question came before the Court of 
Appeal in Farrar v. Lacy Hartland, on the 29th of October, when 
the court expressed the opinion “ that if the amount of the debt 
and interest up to the date of the judgment is proved, admitted, 
er agreed to at the trial, the plai tift is entitled to judgment for 
immediate payment of the total amount thereof, unless the judge 
in his discretion givestime. If the amount of the debt and interest 
is not proved, admitted, or agreed to at the trial, the plaintiff is 
entitled to an account of what is due to him for principal and 
interest in thereof, and to judgment for payment of the 
total amount immediately the same is certified, unless the judge in 
his discretion gives time. In both the above cases the plaintiff is 
also entitled to so much of his costs of the action as would have 
ony he if the action had been brought for payment only of 
his debt.” 
The court approved of the following form of order in future 
cases :— 
Form or JUDGMENT. 

(1.) If the debt and interest are proved, admitted, or agreed at the trial: —This 
court doth order and adjudge that the plaintiff [name] do recover against 
the defendant [name] £ _, being the total of the principal sum of , 
and of £ for interest thereon at the rate of £ per centum per 
annum, less tax to the day of the date of the judgment), and also so 
much of the costs of this action as w have been incurred if it had been 
brought for payment only, such costs to be taxed by the taxing master. 

(oy If the debt and interest are not proved, admitted, or agreed at the trial :— 
This court doth order and adjudge that the following account be taken: 
1, An account of what is due to the plaintiff for principal and interest 
under the defendant’s covenant to pay under the indenture of mortga 
dated, &., in the pleadings mentioned ; and it is ordered that the plaintitt 
[same do recover against the defendant [name] the amount which shall be 


certified to be due to him on taking the said account, and also so much of 
his costs of this action as would have been incurred if it had been brought 
for payment only, such costs to be taxed 


by the taxing master. 
In either went add;—And it is ordered that the following [ further] 


accounts be taken: 2. An account of what is due to the plaintiff under 
rae | virtue of his pp security, dated, &c» in the pleadings men- 
tion this action 


stair- | and in tak 


, and for his costs to be taxed by the taxing master ; 
laintiff shall have 


ing such account, what, if anything, the 
under the aforesaid gment is to be de- 


ducted, and the balance due to the plaintiff is to be certified. 3. [ Remain- 
ing ordinary accounts, qo., in a foreclosure order, | 


The only observation we have to make on the form thus 
is that we are not satisfied as to the mode in which the 
iff would recover his costs of the rest of the action in the 
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‘action on the covenant to pay. 


If, as it would seem, the plaintiff 
must, in any event, go on with the proceedings, either, on the one 
hand, if the money is paid, by an application to get the rest of his 
costs or, in default of payment, to proceed to foreclosure, it would 
appear to be more convenient that all mention of costs should be 
omitted in the first judgment for payment, because a reference to 
tax always means a more or less prolonged operation tending to 
delay. 





THE MARRIED WOMEN’S PROPERTY) 
AND THE 45tn SECTION. 


ACT, 1882, 
OF THE INCOME TAX ACT, 1842. 


Tux Married Women’s Property Act, 1882, is one of those Acts, | 


hastily passed by a Legislature too sensitive to the impulses of 
the popular opinion of the day, which prove, as time goes on, to 
have consequences more far-reaching than their authors supposed. 
Tt is not, perhaps, surprising that amongst these consequences 
should be placed by some the virtual repeal of so much of the 
45th section of the Income Tax Act, 1842, as provides that the 
rofits of a married woman living with her husband shall be 
Renal the profits of the husband. It was pointed out not long 
ago, by a correspondent in our columns, that, under the former 
Act, a married woman has, so far as property is concerned, an 
existence separate from her husband; and, that being so, it was 
argued that it is no longer possible to treat the incomes of 
husband and wife as one for the purposes of income tax. 

Now, in considering this question from the point of view of the 
lawyer, and not of the legislator, it is important that we should 
remember that the argument must proceed upon a consideration, 
not of what is just, or even of what the law ought to be if the 
law is to be consistent with itself, but of what the law is. The 
Married Women’s Property Act, 1882, does not expressly repeal 
that part of the 45th section of the Income Tax Act, 1842, with 
which we are concerned, and, unless there is an absolute incon- 
sistency between the provisions of the former Act and those of the 
45th section of the latter Act which deal with the case in question, 
we cannot conclude that there has been an implied repeal. 

We notice, in the first place, that the section in question pro- 
vides that “any married woman . . . having, or being 
entitled to, any property or profits to her sole or separate use, 
shall be chargeable to such and the like duties, and in like manner, 
except as hereinafter is mentioned, as if she were actually sole 
and unmarried.” And the exception that follows is thus 
expressed :—‘‘ Provided always, that the profits of any married 
woman living with her husband shall be deemed the profits of her 
husband, and the same shall be charged in the name of the 
husband and not in her name, or of her trustee.” There is an 
ambiguity about the word ‘‘ property,’’ as it is used in the Income 
Tax Acts. It is used sometimes in its large popular sense ; as, for 
instance, in the Act of 1853, in which the duties imposed by that 
Act are said to be granted “in respect of the annual profits or 
gains arising from any kind of property whatever”; but, again, 
it is used in a more restricted sense, to designate the interest in 
land of the owner, as distinguished from that of the occupier. The 
word ‘ profits”? is also used in a larger, and in a more restricted, 
sense. In the passage just quoted, “profits” are considered as 
arising from “any kind of property whatever”; but, again, in 
the case of property (in the restricted sense) in land, the term 
“annual value” is used instead of “ profits.” However, in the 
cases of tithes taken in kind, ecclesiastical dues, manors and other 
royalties, quarries, mines, iron works, and certain other concerns, 
the duty on which is chargeable, as the duty on property (in the 
restricted sense) in land, under Schedule A. the term “annual 
value” is used as convertible with the term “ profits.” This 
ambiguity of language may be held to cast a doubt upon a con- 
clusion, which might otherwise be drawn from the’ use of the word 
profits” only in the exception in the 45th section of the Act of 
1842, that the duty upon separate property (using the worl 
ho say Si in its restricted sense) of a married woman living 
with her husband is not to be charged in his name, and that the 
‘annual value’ of such Woy is not to be deemed his 
“profits,” but the “profite” of the wife, and chargeable in her 


hame, pr in the name of her trustes, if any; although, if tho | inserted therein 


husband received the rents of the land im which his wife had such 
‘‘ property,” he would be bound, under section 

1842, to make a return of such rents, with a declaration that 
the person to whom such “‘ property” belonged (3.2., his wife) was 
a married woman living with her husband.* 

Waiving this question, we find that section 45 of the Act of 
1842 provides that, in one case, the profits of a 
are to be deemed the profits of her husband, and chargeable im his 
name, while, in certain other cases, the 
are not to be deemed the profits of her husband, and are not to be 
| charged in his name. In the latter class of cases the married 
woman is to be charged with the duties as if 
unmarried. 

The cases in which a married woman is to be charged with 
duties as if she were sole and unmarried are—(1) the case of a 
married woman acting as a sole trader by the custom of any city 
or place, or otherwise, and not living with her husband ; (2) the 
of a married woman having, or entitled to, property 
her separate use, and not living with her husband ; (3) the case of a 
married woman not living with her husband, whether the husband 
is only temporarily absent or not, who receives any allowance or 
remittance from property out of Great Britain—im this latter case 
the married woman is chargeable as a feme sole only if she ® 
entitled to the property out of which the allowance or remittance 
comes in her own right; if she receives the allowance or remit- 
tance from, or through, her husband, or from his pro , or on 
his credit, she is chargeable as the agent of her husban 
one feature common to all these cases is that the wife does not 
live with her husband ; there is no common establishment. 

The case in which the profits of a married woman are chargeable 
as his profits is the case of a married woman living with her hus- 
band. The ambiguity in the use of the terms “property” and 
‘* profits,” which we have alluded to above, raises a question 
whether, in the case of a married woman living with her husband, 
property (in the strict sense of the term) which she may have, or 
be entitled to, to her sole and separate use, is chargeable as bis, and 
in his name, or not. 

But, in the case of profits (in the strict sense of the word) of a 
married woman living with her husband, the profits are to be 
charged in his name as his profits. The reason of this is assumed 
to be the identity at law of the husband and wife—an i 
which the Married Women’s Property Act, 1882, has 
But it is to be observed that this identity did not exist in 
of a married woman trading as a feme sole by the custom 
City of London, so far as regarded the profits of the trade so 
on by her. In such a case the married woman was bound 
contracts, and might sue, and be sued, in the City courts, 
reference to her dealings as such trader in London (Chi 
tracts: citing Bae. Abr., Bacon and Feme); and, although. 
City courts, as well as in the courts at Westminster, the 
must have been made a party to the suit for conformity ( 
Contracts: citing Caudell v. Shaw, 4 T. R. 361; Beard v. 
2B. & P. 93, ee ee eee oe 
substantial thereto (Chitty on Contracts, ae — 
ham v. Beeld Cro. Car. 67; Beard v. Webb, whi sup. 
Nor did the identity exist, in the view of courts of equity, where 
the wife had separate estate of her own, in regard of such 
estate. Yet no provision for such cases is made in the Income 
Tax Act, 1842, or in the other Acts relating to income tax. Again, 
where the separate estate of the wife was vested in trustees, such 
separate estate could not, even at law, have been regarded as the 
husband’s. Yet the words of the Act of 1842 are express, that the 
profits of a married woman living with her husband are te be 
charged in his name, and not in the name of the wife, or of her 
trustee. These considerations seem to us sufficient to prove that 
the foundation of the rule that profits of a married woman living 
with her husband are to be charged in his name, as his profits, was 
not the legal 2* weg toe husband, but — be —* 
the profits of the wife are her separate property or not, 
fact, so long as the husband and wife i 
one common establishment, form part of the common fund eat of 
which such common establishment is maintained; and that con- 
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siderations of practical convenience dictate that such profits should 
be charged through the husband and not through the wife. A 
different arrangement would have led to the raising of difficult 
questions of law or of equity as to the circumstances in which the 
profits of the wife were made, and the conditions under which 
they were enjoyed—questions which the machinery employed for 
assessing and collecting the income tax afforded no sufficient means 
of deciding, and which, if they had been allowed to be raised, 
would have resulted not infrequently in a loss to the revenue. 
Now the Married Women’s Property Act, 1882, however it may 
have affected the legal relationships of husband and wife, has not 
altered the habits of married life. A husband and wife living 
together still maintain the common establishment, of the common 
fund of which the profits of the wife form part; and the 
inconveniences which would have resulted under the old Jaw from 
allowing the wife to raise the question of separate estate are still 
of sufficient force to maintain the convenience of the arrangement 
by which the profits of a married woman living with her husband 
are charged in his name as his profits. 

We cannot see, therefore, that the changes introduced by the 
provisions of the Married Women’s Property Act, 1882, afford a 
sufficient reason for thinking that the 45th section of the Income 
Tax Act, 1842, has been virtually repealed by the former Act, so 
far as that section has reference to the profits of a married woman 
living with her husband. In other respects there is, of course, no 
question of its having been repealed. It is, probably, too late in 
the day now to argue with any chance of success that, although 
the section in question provides that the profits of a married woman 
living with her husband are to be charged as his profits, this has 
reference only to the mode of charging, not to the liability to be 
charged. Even if such an argument (which we confess has a little 
too much ingenuity about it to please us) would ever have pre- 
vailed, the long-continued practice of the Inland Revenue Office, 
acquiesced in without, so far as we know, any protest determined 
enough to find its way into the law courts, must have rendered its 
chances of success shadowy indeed. Besides, whatever force the 
argument has, or may at any time have had, it can gain no strength 
from the provisions of the Married Women’s Property Act, 1882. 
Our concern now is with those provisions and their effect upun the 
45th section ef the Income Tax Act, 1842. We observe, though 
this is, of course, not conclusive of the question, that the Commis- 
sioners of Inland Revenue must have decided for themselves that 
these provisions have no effect at all in the direction indicated, for 
in the instructions appended to the ‘‘ Notice and declaration of 
claim of exemption or abatement,” which is to be found on the 
back of every “ Form of Return under Schedule D.,” issued from 
the Inland Revenue Office, appears a positive statement that “the 
income of married woman living with her husband is deemed by 
the Income Tax Acts to be his income, notwithstanding . . . . the 
provisions contained in the Married Women’s Property Act, 1882.” 








The Lord Chancellor was entertained at dinner on Tuesday evening 
at Limmer’s Hotel by the members of the North and South Wales 
Cirenits, in celebration of his recent elevation to the woolsack. Mr. 
a QC., M.P., occupied the chair, and among those present 
were Mr. Justice Grove, Mr. Michael, Q.C., Mr. Bowen Rowlands, Q.C., 
Mr. Bishop (stipendiary magistrate of Aberdare), Mr. Gwilym Williams 
(county court judge of the Swansea district), and Messrs. Arthur Lewis, 
B. F. Williams, Abel Thomas, David Lewis, W. Evans, Marshall, and 


The committee of the Building Societies’ Association offer a prize of 
—2— for the best essay on registration of titles (having more 
reference to dealings with the smaller classes of freehold and 
leasehold property, which constitute the main — of building society 
business), the Kight Hon. Lord Hobhouse, Horace Davey, Eeq., QC., 
M_P., and Edward ¥. Turner, Esq., one of the examiners for honours, and 
late on conveyancing to the Incorporated Law Society, havingkindly 
comeented to act as adjudicators. The essays should be written gory er wa 
paper, on one side only, and be signed at the end with a motto. They 
must be accompanied in each case by a sealed envelope, bearing outside 
the same motto as at the foot of the essay, and within the name and 
postal address of the writer. These envelopes will not be opened until the 
prize has been adjudged. (Where a retarn of the MS. is desired, a 
poo hy addressed envelope must also be enclosed in the sealed 
on .) The essay which obtains the prize shall become and remain 
the property of the association, and may be afterwards published by 
the amociation. Hasay not to consist of more than forty-eight pager, 
ordinary type, octavo. R 

secretary of the Building Soc Association, 44, Bedford- 


RECENT DECISIONS. 


THE AGRICULTURAL HOLDINGS ACT, 1883. 
(London and Yorkshire Bank v. Belton, Q. B. D., 34 W. R. 31.) 


Section 45 of the recent Agricultural natn Act, besides adding 
two important classes to the list of goods absolutely privileged from 
distress in the case of an agricultural tenant, has added a class to the list 
of goods conditionally privileged from distress in the case of such a 
tenant. It provides that where live stock belonging to another person 
has been re a in by the tenant of a holding to which the Act applies, 
‘to be fed at a fair price agreed to be paid for such feeding by the 
owner of such stock to the tenant,” such stock shall not be distrained 
by the landlord for rent where there is other sufficient distress to be 
found. In the present case a curious question arose as to the 
meaning of the words ‘‘a fair price.” The tenant of a farm 
ube cattle belonging to another man to agist, the agreement 
between the tenant and the owner of the cattle being that the tenant 
should have the milk of the cattle in return for their keep; no mon 
being paid for the agistment. The landlord of the farm distrain 
for rent due by the tenant, and seized the agisted cattle. The owner 
of the cattle claimed that they were exempt from distress by virtue 
of section 45; there being, we presume, other sufficient distress on 
the premises. The county court judge decided in his favour, and the 
Queen’s Bench Division, though with some hesitation, confirmed 
his decision. The question turned entirely upon whether pay- 
ment by milk could be said to be ‘‘a fair price,” and upon 
this subject Lord Coleridge is reported to have said that ‘‘ the 
word ‘price’ does not always or necessarily mean money. Nor 
does ‘ a fair price’ mean an adequate amount of coin of the realm. It 
means a fair equivalent for what a man gets. If a man has for a fair 
rice to agist cattle, certain consequences shall ensue. He is 
not to have the cattle taken from him by his landlord. I think we 
are fairly entitled, in interpreting a statute which was intended to 
alter a state of things then existent, to give the widest effect to the 
Act which we fairly can without straining its language, simply 
because it is reasonable to give the fullest interpretation to the words 
that they will reasonably carry.” We do not seriously question 
that ‘“‘a fair price” might be held to mean ‘‘a fair equivalent,” 
if the section said nothing more than the provision we have 
quoted above. But how Lord Coleridge and his colleague can have 
reconciled the remainder of the section with their interpretation 
we are at a loss to imagine. It provides, in effect, that if the cattle 
agisted are distrained in consequence of there being no other sufficient 
distress, the landlord shall not recover by the distress ‘‘ a sum exceed- 
ing the amount of the price so agreed to be paid for the feeding, or 
if any part of such price has been paid, exceeding the amount remain- 
ing unpaid.” It would really be interesting to know how, if the 
milk of cows is a ‘‘ fair price,” this provision is to be worked. What, 
for instance, would be the amount of milk remaining ‘‘ unpaid” in 
the case contemplated by the section ? 








CORRESPONDENCE. 


THE INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY.—MR, LEAROYD'S 
PROPOSALS, 

[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 
Sir,—Referring to Mr. Learoyd’s third proposal submitted to the 
Liverpool meeting, which I observe by a report in your last issue is 
accepted by the Huddersfield Law Society, I quite agree with the 
view Mr. Munton takes of it. In my opinion the proposal illustrates 
one of the worst phases of amalgamation, with all its disadvan- 
tages, and without one of its attractions. Mr. Munton says, and says 
rightly, ‘‘ Surely this is a wholly unworkable scheme.” In support of 
that view he gives a single reason which, strong as it is, is by no means 
the strongest or the most fatal. I will suggest a few which occur to 
me, and I can only express my regret that og were not present to 
my mind when I spoke on the subject at the Liverpool meeting, at 
which I opposed the resolution. 

1, The solicitor may not know until the las#moment that he will 
have to fulfil the duty proposed. 

2. In this uncertainty he will in all likelihood be unprepared to 
conduct lis client’s case on the spur of the moment. 

3. Assuming the most —— * state of things in regard to the 
foregoing, by taking upon himself the réle of a barrister without 
being one, he is lees himself at once, in a certain sense, in 
antagonism to the bench and the bar, from whom he may expect, and 
will assuredly receive, but scant indul 5 





fn we Tout be sent in to Mr. X. ¥. 
W.C., on or betore the “ist December, 1445, 


a, 


gence 
4. Last, but not least, he is assuming a responsibility for which he 
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is not paid, which he is not expected to discharge, and in the 
fulfilment of which the varied duties of his daily life place him at 
an obvious disadvantage. 

While, therefore, success in the face of all these difficulties woul 
be highly creditable to the solicitor, failure would simply bring 
upon him the contempt of his client, and the ridicule of those less 
ambitious than himself. 

I have a firm belief that amalgamation and pro such as Mr. 
Learoyd’s are born of a certain dissatisfaction with the position of a 
solicitor as compared with that of a barrister, and an ill-concealed 
desire to raise the former to the level of the latter. I protest 
emphatically against the necessity’ of any such course. Solicitors 
may well be content with the position they occupy as members of a 
profession second to none in the country, pay alone it rests to 
maintain and enhance that position, which will never be promoted by 
the introduction of such a hybrid arrangement as Mr. Learoyd 
a. which is neither one thing nor the other. If we are to 

ave amalgamation, let it be so pure and simple, and we shall all 
know how we stand, but to place a solicitor in the position which, 
as regards his client, the bench, and the bar, he will fill if Mr. 
Learoyd’s proposal is to be adopted, will be alike disastrous to the 
interests of the client and, in all likelihood, fatal to his own 
reputation. . GEoRGE A. CROWDER. 

55, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, London, W.C., Nov. 10. 


hey may remark that no attempt has been made by the advocates 
of Mr. Learoyd’s proposal to answer the queries we propounded on 
the subject at page 797 of the last volume.—Eb. S. J. af 





MONEY SECURITIES. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,— Would you permit me to state that the two cases, Ex parte 
Close, In re Hall (33 W. R. 228), and In re Cunningham «& Co. (Ibid. 
387), to which the review in your last week’s issue refers as omitted 
from the second edition of my work on the above subject, are both 
in fact cited; the former, on p. 239, under the title Zn re Hall, 
Ex parte Close (L. R. 14 Q. B. D. 386), the latter on pp. 237, 239, 
under the title Attenborough’s case (L. R. 28 Ch. D, 682), By some 
unfortunate oversight, the former of these cases is not inserted in 
the index of cases, a slip which will, I hope, be condoned when it is 
remembered that that index comprises over 3,000 cases. 

Doubtless this omission and the shortened title of the second case 
misled the writer in your columns, to whose careful examination I 
am much indebted. CHRISTOPHER CAVANAGH. 

3, Paper-buildings, Temple, Nov. 11. 


[Mr. esi is quite right, both in his statement as to the insertion 
of the cases in his book, and as to the reasons why the reviewer was 


led to suppose that the cases were not noticed. It is right to add 
that, out of a large number of cases for which search was made in the 
book, the above-mentioned two cases were all that could not be 
found: Mr. Cavanagh’s book is therefore now entitled to the credit 
of having passed oe a@ somewhat rigorors examination with 
complete success.—Ep. S. J.] 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 


COURT OF APPEAL, 


In re THE SOUTHPORT AND WEST LANCASHIRE BANKING 
COMPANY—O.A. No. 2, 6th November. 


Company—Winpina up—ContrirvTtory—ConpitIonaL ALLOTMENT OF 
SxHarnss—Comranres Act, 1862, s. 23. 


The question in this case was whether two ms named Fisher and 
Sherrington were liable to be placed on the list of contributories of the 
above —— in respect of 300 shares and 400 shares gn ape A 
compan ring the same name was in rated in 1875, its capital 
wef vided into shares of £10 each, on which £5 was paid up. One 
Fletcher was a shareholder in the old company, and was also a party to a 
mgr y ber 2 ap — also, = a be ne peor ey old com- 

; on havin m presented to d up the old company. 
Seockntions were for a 2— winding up, =e the petition stood 
over in order that the company might be reconstructed. © new com- 
pany was formed on July 1, 1881, for the purpose of taking over the assets 
and liabilities of the old company, and the agreement between the two 
ae a provided that every shareholder of the old company should be 
entitled in respect of each of his old shares to an allotment of one share of 
£5 (on which oe was to be deemed to be paid up) in the new com- 
pany. The sum of £1 was payable on each new share in July, 1881, by 

instalments of 10s, cach. Fletcher declined to take any shares in the 
hew company, but he was willing to pay £700, on condition that he was to 








be released from all liability in respect of the old company. On July 5, 


1881, Fisher applied for an allotment of 700 ordinary shares in the new 
company; “on condition that I am credited with £1 per share 
fund by Fletcher.’’ This — had not then been made, but 
contemplation; and on Octo 3, 1881, Fletcher paid the £700 into a 
bank to the credit of two persons, to be retained on behalf of the new 
company in case Fletcher was relieved from within two years, but 
otherwise it was to be to Fletcher. On July 5, 1881, at a meeting 
of directors, at which Fisher was t in the character, not of a director, 
but of a member of a reconstru committee, a resolution was 
from which it appeared that 28,978 shares in the new compan 
allotted, including 700 shares placed te Fisher’s name, but marked 
‘‘ conditional.” Fisher was also present at another meeting, at which this 
resolution was confirmed. No letter of allotment was ever sent to Fisher, 
nor did he receive any certificates of shares. The £700 paid by Fletcher 
was never received by the new company, because Fletcher was not relieved 
from his liabilities within the two years. Fisher’s name was entered in 
the share ledger of the new company as the holder of the 700 shares, but 
the word ‘‘ conditional’’ was written the entry in the 
On September 6, 1881, Fisher sold 400 of the shares to S gton. 
new company at first dechmed to register the transfer, on the ground that 
£1 per share had not been paid on the shares, but the transfer was ulti- 
mately registered on the 23rd of February, 1882, and certificates for the 
400 shares were —— to ees ony = = 6th of * * The 
company subsequently credited Fisher an errington wi as paid 
up on each of the 700 shares, and they debited the bank into which the 
£700 had been paid with that sum. e winding up of the new company 
commenced in August, 1884. Under these circumstances Bristowe, V.C.. 
held that neither Fisher nor Sherrington was liable as a contributory. 
The Court of Ap (Baccattay, Lrxpiey, and Fry, L.JJ.) reversed the 
decision. Fry, L.J., who delivered the judgment of the court, said the 
first question was whether Fisher was a person who had agreed to become 
a member of the company, and whose name was entered on the register 
of members, within section 23 of the Companies Act, 1862. His name 
was on the register, and the question whether he had agreed to become a 
member depended on the pro’ made by him to take shares, and the 
acceptance of the proposal. e condition of the application was a con- 
dition subsequent, not precedent. It provided for the payment at a future 
time of a sum which was to become due at a future time. This payment 
was in its nature a thing which could only be done after allotment. The 
effect of the allotment, ef which Fisher was aware, with the word “‘con- 
ditional’ against his name, was to allot the shares subject to a subsequent 
condition. If there was a condition precedent, there ought not to have 
been any allotment at all. Fisher was present when the resolution was 
and when it was confirmed ; and his ———— of opinion that 
e entered into a present contract to take shares. e company entered 
his name in the share ledger, and afterwards allowed him to act as a share- 
holder by transferring some of the shares. He allowed the company, in 
iis pententngs Se Coens 29 eee to state that the shares 
nm allotted to him. Whether one looked at the conduct of the com- 
pany or at the conduct of Fisher, the conclusion was the same as that 
which resulted from the construction of the documents. Fisher mi 
have had the right to insist on the performance of the condition, or to 
rescind the contract while the company was a going concern ; but he had 
lost that right by not doing so the commencement of the winding 
up. The question whether Fisher was liable for £5 or £4 per share 
not before the court. Sherrington was in one respect in a better positi 
than Fisher, because he held certificates acknowledging that £1 was 
up on each share; in other respects he was in a worse position 
Fisher.—Covnset, Macnaghien, Q.C., and Rotch; Whitehorne, Q.C., 
Raiph Neville. Soxrcrrors, Kime § Hammond ; Pritchard, Englefield, $ Co. 


In ve PARRY and DAGGS—C.A. No, 2, Lith November. 
Wiutt—Consrrvuctrion — Execvrory Deviss — Resrramr on ALrENAtToN. 


This was a summons under the Vendor and Purchaser Act, 1874, taken 
out by a vendor, the question being whether the vendor could make a 
good title to the land which he had agreed to sell. The title arose undera 
will made in 1878, by which the testator devised real estate to his son and his 
heirs. And, after ch g the estate so devised with the payment 
certain sums of money, the testator declared and directed that “‘in case 
my said son shall die without leaving lawful issue, then and in such case 
the estate hereinbefore devised to him shall go to his next heir-at-law, to 
whom I give and devise the same i -” The son survived the 
testator, and contracted to sell part of estate. The purchaser 
objected that the vendor's estate was defeasible in the event of his 
death without issue. Bacon, V.C., held that the vendor took an absolute 
estate in fee simple, on the ground that either the death of 
out issue meant a death in the testator’s own lifetime, or the gift over was 
void as being repugnant to the estate in fee previously limited. Oon- 
sequently the vendor could make a good title. The Court of Appeal (Sir 
James Hannen, and Bowrn and Fry, L.JJ.) affirmed the decision. Far, 
L.J., said that he did not think that the gift over was limited to the even 
of the son's death without issue during the lifetime of the testator. If a 
gift over was expressed to be inthe event of the death of the 
some words of contingency must be im , because death, si 
was the most certain of events. In such a case, if there 
cedent estate, the Werte wine guaniy Haeee Se ee 
during the lifetime of the testator. If there was a preceding 
the cuenta bedi Sele tak Gis os oe aa Se 


of the donee either d @ preceding life estate 
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sent. case, on the death of the devisee without issue, it was already 
i and there was mo need to import any other words of 
contingency. It had been urged that in the gift to the son’s ‘‘next 
heir,”” the words “next heir” were words, not of purchase, but of 
limitation. His lordship could not accede to this view. The pre 6 
te the son was accompanied with apt words of limitation, it 
would be strange if the gift to a particular heir of the son was a limita- 
tion, and not a gift by way of purchase. And, moreover, the testator 
had added, ‘‘to whom I give and devise the same accordingly.’’ Then it 
was contended that the gift over could not take effect as a valid executory 
dexise, because the operation of it would be to give the estate to the same 
parson. who would take the estate as the heir of the son. It would not 
Interrupt the course of devolution at all, and its only effect would be to 
a. the alienation of the estate during a portion of the devolution. 
‘rom the earliest times the courts had always leant against every device 
fox rendering an estate inalienable; the policy of the law was in favour 
ef the alienability of every estate which was given. It was immaterial 
by what device it was attempted to control the power of alienation ; an 
estate once given could not be fettered as to the power of alienation. 
That pence lay at the root of the rule in Shelley’s cas, and it should be 
preserved by the courts. In the present case the testator’s son 

was devisee in fee. His next heir at his death must be either one of his 
children or some one else. If the next heir was a child of the son, the 
testator intended him to take the estate, and, if the next heir was some 
ome else, the testator intended him to take the estate. The testator 
imtended that the estate should devolve on the son’s heir whoever he 
5* be. The effect of the gift over was simply to fetter the alienation 
of estate during the life of the son. That was an illegal device, and, 
consequently, the gift over was void, and the son could make a good title 


in fee to the p Sir James Hannen and Bowen, L.J., concurred. 
—Counsen, Stallard; Rawlins. Souictrons, Grundy, Izod, §¢ Grundy ; 
Twiaden, § Co. 





HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 
In re CLARK, CLARK +. RANDALL—Bacon, V.C., 6th N ovember. 
Waus—Consraeccrion—Vorp Lire Estare—AccaLeRaTion oF REMAINDER. 


Im this case a question arose whether the children of the testator’s 
daughter took any interest under his will. Under the will the testator’s 
‘widow (since deceased) took a life estate, and at her death the property 
‘was to be divided equally amongst such of his children as should be then 
living, but if any of the said children should die before the widow, 
leaving children, then the share of their parents was to be divided equally 
amongst such children. The shares of daughters married at the time of 
the widow's death were to be held for their separate use. Mrs. Randall, 
one of the testator’s daughters, was the wife of an attesting witness. 
Bacosx, V.C., said that, under the Wills Act, he must read the will as if 
the to Mrs. Randall had never been inserted or had been blotted out 
testator. So she took nothing, and her children took her share as 
tenants in common.—Cecxser, W. D. Rawlins ; A. Gordon. Soxtcrrors, 
J. & W. Maude ; Kingsford, Dorman, & Co., for V. & H. Stalton, Sheerness, 


J 





CLARK ». WRAY—Bacon, V.C., 6th November. 


Pracrice—Jorxper or Causes or Action—Recovery or Lanp—Lzave To 
axesD—lIsevz sorszp—R. S. C., 1883, onp. 18, x. 2, 


In this action the question arose whether, after issue had been joined in. 
the action, leave ought to be given to the defendant to amend his 
counter-claim by adding thereto a claim for the recovery of land. The 
action was for specific performance of an agreement to grant a lease and 
build a house, and the plaintiff had taken possession. The defendant 
admitted the agreement, and expressed his readiness to comply with it, 
and he counter-claimed for rent and a further sum for work done. The 
plaintiff admitted his liability to pay the sums demanded; and it thus 
appeared that when issue was joined on the 20th of April, 1885, there 

ne substantial question between the parties. On the 6th of June 
notice of trial for the 19th of June. On the 22nd of July a 
out for leave to insert in the counter-claim a claim to 
of the covenants in the agreement. Bacon, V.C., said 
after issue had been joined, and when the case was set 
it occurred to the defendant to raise a totally new and 
. The rule was well settled that to obtain such leave 
the writ a special case must be shown. Under the cir- 
lication must be with coste.—Counsst, 
hk Healey. Sorsctrons, Collyer-Bristow & Co., for Stone, 
, Tunbridge Wells; Sole, Turner, & Knight, tor W. C. 
, Tunbridge Wells. 
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THE BRIDGEND (GLAMORGANSHIRE) GAS AND WATER 
COMPANY o. LORD DUNRAVEN—Chitty, J., 4rd November. 
Lawes Cravens Cossouiparion Act, 1845, ». 9—~Puncusse rnom Panties 
cxpen Disastirry—V aivation—Puowecrios oy Wuirres Ceurivicaty or 

Sex verve. 
In this case it 24 that the company in 1870, acting upon its 
powers, which incorporated the procedure provided by the 
Act, 1445, entered into an agreement for the purchase 
2 , A land with the —— the — ai thereof. The 
was paid court, but no or investment had 
make. The copany hol entered into possession under section 45, 


it 





and ht for proper conveyances, but the tenant for life required interest 
to be paid on the purchase-money. Upon the company bringing an action 
for c performance, the defence was made that the — were 
unable to produce a certificate in writing of a valuation of the made 
by two surveyors, as provided for by the Lands Olauses Act, 1845,s. 9. It 
appeared that in making the valuation two surveyors—one for either party— 
had acted and agreed upon the sum to be paid as purchase-money, and it 
was contended that this was a substantial compliance with section 9, and 
that the provision as to a certificate in writing should be treated as m 
directory. Section 9 provides that the purchase-money to be paid forany 
lands taken from parties under disability shall not, except where the same 
shall be determined by the verdict of a jury or by arbitration, be less than 
shall be determined by the valuation of two able, practical surveyors, one 
of whom shall be nominated by the promoters of the undertaking, and the 
other by the other party, and that P vee shall be annexed to the valuation 
a declaration in writing subscribed by them of the correctness thereof. 
Currrty, J., said that the certificate required by the Act was a document of 
title which could not be —- with. The object of the certificate was 
to preserve a record that all the formalities required by section 9 had been 
complied with. To treat the clause in question as directory would be to 
misread an Act of Parliament. A somewhat similar question had arisen 
under the Solicitors Act, 1870 (33 & 34 Vict. c. 28), s. 4, in Re BE. D. Lewis 
(24 W. R. 1017, L. R. 1 Q. B. D. 724), where it was held that an agreement 
under the Act for a fixed sum as costs must be in writing, signed by both 
solicitor and client. That the provisions as to the making of the surveyor’s 
certificate were of the strictest character, and that this portion of the 
procedure under the Lands Clauses Act was most essential, could not be 
doubted after Lord Westbury’s decision in Baker v. Metropolitan Railway 
Company (11 W.R. 18, 31 Beav., pp. 504, 511), and also after the view taken 
by Turner, L.J., in Wycombe Railway Company v. Donnington Hospital (14 
W. R. 359, L. R.1 Ch. 268). He held that section 9 had not been 
complied with by the company, and that their action must be dismissed, 
with costs.—CounsEL, Romer, Q.C., and J. G. Wood ; Macnaghten, Q.C., 
and Onslow. Soxicrrors, 7. H. Wrentmore, for T. T. Lewis, Bridgend; 
Frere § Co. 


In re R. 8. TRAILL & CO. (Limited)—Ohitty, J., 6th November. 


LANDLORD AND TgeNnaAnT—BREACH oF COVENANT — ASSIGNMENT WITHOUT 
Norice—Lirrep Company—Distress AFTER WINBING-UP PrTITION— 
Companies Act, 1862, s, 85. 


In this case a motion was made by the lessor of premises formerly in 
the occupation of the company to discharge an order restraining distress. 
It appeared that the lease of the premises contained a covenant by 
the. and his assigns not to assign without notice to the lessor. 
In January, 1885, the lease was, without notice, assigned by the lessee to 
the company, nor did the lessor become aware of the assignment until 
after March 25, being the next quarter day. On the 22nd of May a 
petition was presented for winding up the company ; on the 29th of Maya 
provisional *— was appointed ; on the 25th of June the lessor put 
in a distress for two quarters’ rent (£25); on the 30th of June the order 
now sought to be discharged was made; and on the 4th of July an order 
was bee for the winding = the company. Currry, J., said that he 
was satisfied that the lessor no notice of the assignment until after 
the 25th of March. Had the lessor been aware that the company were 
occupying the premises, he could have at once sued, with the probable 
result of an offer of payment, seeing that the amount due for rent was 
but £12 10s. On that ground he held that the lessor’s case fell within the 
principle of Rudow v. Great Britain Mutual Life Assurance Society (29 W. R. 
585, L. R. 17 Ch. D. 600), and that the court should exercise in his 
favour the discretion conferred upon it by section 85 of the Companies 
Act, 1862. He would, therefore, be entitled to receive in full the first 
quarter’s rent, and for the second quarter he would have to prove in the 
liquidation.—Cotnser, W. H. Gover; H. Terrell. Soxtcrrors, Henry 
Gover § Son; Fowler § Co.; H. A. Lovett § Co.; C. H. Lea. 


Re STRANGWAYS (Deceased), HICKLEY v. STRANGWAYS— 
Chitty, J., 4th November. 


Setrtev Lanp Act, 1882, s. 2 (7), ann s. 58 (vr.)—Tenant vor Lire oF 
Estarg sunsect To Trust vor ACCUMULATION. 


In this case the question was whether a tenant for life of residuary 
personalty under the will of a testator directed to be laid out in the 

of land, and as to the whole income thereof, subject to a 
trust for accumulation for an unexpired genes of twenty years and for 
the application of the accumulations in the improvement of the land, 
could exercise the powers of a tenant for life under the Settled Land Act, 
1882, s. 58 (vi.), which provides that a tenant for life shall have the powers 
conferred y by e Act, where his estate is subject to a trust for accumulation 
of income for payment of debts, or other purposef, Ourrry, J., said that 
the tenant for life in the case before him could not be said to be within 
the enabling provisions of the Act. He could not be in any sense said to 
be in and possession seemed to be the qualification required by 
the Act to enable limited owners to put in force its powers. In the 
— even —— the first tenant an ite saden tes 

would ever possession, as he might predecease the expiration 

the period of accumulation.—Counsat, aor, Q.0.; Macnaghten, Q.C.; 
Romer, Q0.; Ingle Joyo; Hall; H. J. Hood and George Henderson. 
Sorscirons, Prideauc § Sons, tor J, R. Poole 4 Sons, Bridgewater; H. 4. 
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the last assizes, but, owing to pressure of business, Manisty, J., ordered 
it to be remitted for trial to Kay, J. This order was discharged by the 
Court of Appeal (29 Sorrcrrors’ Journat, 705), and it was ordered to be 
tried at the ensuing assizes at Manchester. Neither party set it down for 
trial at the present assizes, and it was now too late to get it set down 
without special leave [ord. 36, r. 22b. (1884)]. The defendant, therefore, 
moved for a change of venue to Liverpool, where it might still be set 
down for the November Assizes. Kay, J., ordered the motion to stand 
over for an application to be made to the judge on circuit at Manchester. 
If the judge thought it a proper case for changing the venue, the order 
would be made.—CounseL, Whitaker ; Pankhurst. Soutcrrors, J. E. Fox 
$ Co. ; Hatton § Westcott. 





SHEPPARD v. DALBIAC—Kay, J., 4th and 9th November. 
Pracrice—ComMission TO TAKE EVIDENCE ABROAD. 


In this case a question arose as to whether a commission should issue 
to take the evidence of W. S. Parker (of the late firm of Parkers), who is 
now residing in America, and unable to return to England. The plead- 
ings in the action were closed on the 16th of January, 1885. Notice of 
trial was given on the 21st of January, 1885, and the defendant had, on 
the 15th of April, 1885, taken out a summons asking for this commission, 
which was ordered to stand over until the hearing of the action. Kay, J. 
ordered the commission to issue, it appearing that the evidence of W. S. 
Parker might be most important, the costs of the summons to be paid by 
the defendant in any event; as, granting it was a matter of indulgence, 
seeing that it was taken out so long after notice of trial, the defendant, 
also, to give security for the costs of the commission.—Covunsg1, Pearson, 
Q.C., and Gazelee ; Hastings, Q.C., and Rawlinson. Sotcrrors, Gordon ¢ 
Dalbiac ; Cross & Sons. 





Re A. W. HALL & Co, (Limited)—Kay, J., 7th November. 


Pg11r10n ror ConTINUATION OF VoLUNTARY WINDING UP UNDER SUPER- 
viston—Costs. 


This was acreditor's petition for the continuation of the voluntary winding 
up of the company under the supervision of the court. The petition had 
been presented after the resolutions for winding up. The petition was not 
opposed, but the eompany and the liquidator appeared separately, and a 
question arose as to theircosts. Reference was made to Re Tyne and Wear 
Steamship Owning Company, reported in the Times, November 2, 1885, and to 
the order made in Re Hester & Co. (Limited), (Palmer's Company Precedents, p. 
545). Kay, J., said that where a petition was presented after a voluntary 
winding up, the company ought to appear by the liquidator, and only 
one set-of costs would be allowed as between the company and the 
liquidator.—Counset, E. Beaumont; Underhill and Loch; Innes Watson ; 
Kekewich, Q.C., and Herbert Lake; Stallard. Soracirons, Finch, Jennings, 
§ Finch ; Saunders, Hawksford, Bennett, § Co. 





In re THE CHESHTRE BANKING COMPANY (Limited).— 
Kay, J., 7th November. 


ContTrisuToRY— AMALGAMATION OF Companres—SuHares 1x New Company 
TAKEN BY Executors AFTER TesTator’s DgatH 1n EXCHANGE FOR 
Suarzes 1s Otp Company. 


In October, 1882, the Staffordshire Union Bank (Limited) transferred 
its business to the Cheshire Banking Company (Limited) under an arrange- 
ment by which shares in the latter were to be allotted to the former. 
Circulars were sent out in December, 1882, requesting the shareholders in 
the Steffordshire Bank to send the scrip they held to be exchanged for 
similar we Oe the Cheshire Bank. William Duff held 100 £20 shares in 
the Staffordshire Bank on which £5 had been paid up. He did not reply 
to the circular, and died on the 29th of December, 1882, having appointed 
M., B., and W. his executors. In February, 1883, the firm of Duff & Co. 
(which then consisted of B. and W.) sent the certificate of the shares to 
the manager of the Cheshire Bank to be exchanged for shares in that bank. 
Subsequently a certificate was sent, made out in the names of ‘‘M., B., 
and W., the executors of William Duff, deceased,”’ but at the request of Duff 
& Co. this was cancelled and a fresh certificate was made out in the name 
of William Duff, and corresponding alterations were made in the register. 
The liquidator now applied by summons to have the register rectified and 
the names of the executors restored. Kay, J., held that there had been 
no contract by the testator in his lifetime to take shares, and that there 
was a coutract by the executors which could only be fulfilled by putting 
their names on the register.—CounseL, Graham Hastings, Qc, and 8, 
Hall ; Kekewich, Q.C., and Grosvenor Woods. Soricrrors, Gregory Row- 
—* Co., agents for Addieshaw § Warburton, Manchester; West, King, 

ms. 


BANKRUPTCY CASES. 
Ez parle LENNOX, In re LENNOX—C.A. No, 1, 7th November. 


Count or Banxrurtcy—Power To Go wEeniny JupGmMEent—BAnkRrUurptcy 
Petition—Arriication ron Recervinc On2pen—Discrerion ov Court 
—Banxrvurtcy Act, 1883, s. 7 (3). 


This was an appeal by a judgment debtor against a receiving order 
made against him 8 Mr. Registrar Hazlitt upon a bankruptcy petition 

ted by the judgment creditor, and an important question was 
raised as to the power of the Court of Bankruptcy to go behind a judg- 





ment and inquire into the reality of the judgment debt at the instance of 
the debtor himself, who, in this particular case, had consented to the 
judgment. An action had been brought by the creditor against the 
debtor upon two promissory notes, respectively for £1,000 and £500, of 
which the plaintiff alleged that he was the indorsee for value from W.., to 
whom the notes were originally given. The plaintiff claimed £1,500, 
with interest and costs. The defendant, by his statement of defence, 
alleged that no consideration was given to him for the making of the 
notes, and that the plaintiff always knew that this was so ; that the notes 
were indorsed by W. to the plaintiff at his request, in order that the plain- 
tiff might make use of them for his benefit temporarily, upon an agree- 
ment that the plaintiff should retire the notes, and that the defendant 
should not be called to pay them, and that no value was given by the 
plaintiff for the indorsement of the notes to him. When the action came 
on for trial the defendant withdrew his defence (it was stated that he did 
so in order to avoid publicity as to some transactions on the turf in which 
he had been engaged), and the following order was drawn up, ‘ By con- 
sent it is ordered that the statement of defence and the pleadings herein 
be withdrawn, and that the defendant do pay to the plaintiff the sum of 
£1,600 and taxed costs. The defendant to have a month in which to pay 
the said amount.’’” The payment was not made within the month, and 
the plaintiff then served the defendant with a bankruptcy notice for the 
£1,600 and costs. The defendant failed to pay, and the plaintiff 
presented a bankruptcy petition against him. The defendant gave 
notice to dispute the petitioning creditor's debt on the same grounds 
(inter alia) as those which he had alleged in his statement of defence in 
the action, and on the hearing of the petition evidence was tendered in 
support of these allegations. The registrar held that the defendant was, 
under the circumstances, bound by the judgment, and that the court 
could not, at his instance, inquire into the validity of the debt. The 
Court of Ap (Lord Esuzr, M.R., and Corron and Linpuey, L.JJ.) held 
that the registrar had power to direct such an inquiry, and that, under 
the circumstances alleged, it ought to be made. It was urged on behalf 
of the creditor that, though it is the practice of the Oourt of Bankruptcy, 
at the instance of the trustee in a bankruptcy upon a question of proof, to 
go behind a judgment and inquire into the consideration for the judg- 
ment debt, this being done in the interest of the other creditors of the 
bankrupt, yet the court would not do this at the instance of the debtor 
himself, upon the question whether a receiving order should be made 
against him, especially in a case in which the debtor, with full knowledge, 
had deliberately abandoned his defence to the action. The case, it was 
said, was entirely different from one in which the debtor had merely 
allowed judgment to go against him by default. Lord Esnzr, M.R., 
referred to sub-section 3 of section 7 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, as 
limiting the authority of the court to make a receiving order, and said 
that. the proof offered of the petitioning creditor’s debt was the judgment. 
But, according to sub-section 3, the court might dismiss the petition if it 
was not satisfied with the proof of the petitioning creditor’s debt, or that 
for other sufficient cause no order ought to be made. It was urged that, 
notwithstanding these words, the court ought to be, and must be, satisfied 
with the proof of the debt if there was a a for the debt obtained 
by the consent of the debtor, even although it might not be satiefied 
with a judgment obtained by default as proof of the debt. 
His lordship thought it was not a question of the right of the debtor, or 
of the conduct of either debtor or creditor; but the question was whether 
the eourt ought toexercise its great power, which affected all the creditors 
of the debtor, when it had the strongest grounds for believing that there 
was no petitioning creditor’s debt. The whole foundation of the power of 
the court to do such a strong thing as to make a man a bankrupt was the 
existence of a petitioning creditor’s debt. It was not denied that, ata 
later stage of the proceedings, on the suggestion of another creditor, if 
such allegations were made as in the present case, an inquiry would bedirected 
into the validity of the judgment debt, and that, if the allegations were 
proved, the judgment debt would no longer be considered a debt in the Court 
of Bankruptcy, notwithstanding the existence of the judgment. The 
petitioning creditor would be struck out of the proceedings altogether, 
and the court would be in the position of having declared a —— 
without any petitioning creditor’s debt. - This went a long way to show 
that, by refusing to inquire into the debt, the court would be placed ina 
false ition. As regarded the debtor, it might be said that it was his 
own fault if an order was made against him. But the power of the court 
ought not to be exercised only by way of punishment of the debtor; the 
court * not to act when, according to its own rules, there might be 
no foundation for its action. The court ought to hold its hand at the 
earliest stage of the proceedings, and to decline, under such circumstances, 
to make a ——— without inquiry. And Ez parte Kibble (L. R. 
10 Ch. 373) was a distinct authority that a judgment debt might be in- 
quired into at the instance of the debtor lf when he was disputing 
whether an adjudication ought to be made * him. Although the 
debtor was estopped and the judgment was binding on him, it had no 
such effect on the Court of Bankruptcy. The court was not estopped by 
the conduct of the parties. It could not be doubted that a judgment for 
a debt was primd facie evidence of the debt, or that a judgment to which 
the debtor had consented was very strong evidence aga’ him of the 
existence of the debt; but, notwithstanding this, his lordship thought 
that the Court of Bankruptcy had authority to inquire into the existence 
of the debt, and that it was bound to do so on sufficient cause being shown. 
If the circumstances alleged, and of which evidence was offered, were such 
that, if they were proved, that which was alleged to be a debt was a mere 
fraud—a fraud acted on by the petitioning creditor—it would be monstrous 
to say that under such circumstances, when the court must have the 
strongest suspicion that there was titioning creditor’s debt at all, it 
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circumstances it was impossible that the judge could be satisfied with the 
proof of the petitioning creditor’s debt. Of course, there being a strong 
ima facie cage in favour of the judgment, if the debtor failed in the 
f of his allegations, he must take the consequences; the court ought 
to lean heavily in favour of a judgment so obtained. But the hands of 
the court were not so tied as to be bound to acton a judgment so obtained 
when evidence was clearly offered in proof of the allegations of fraud 
which were made. The registrar ought to have inquired into the validity 
of the debt, and not to have made a receiving order merely because of the 
judgment. Corron, L.J., said that it had been long established that, on 
a question of bane the trustee in a bankruptcy, on behalf of the other 
creditors, could go behind a judgment, and show that, although the judg- 
ment was primé faeie evidence of a debt, it did not, in fact establish a debt. 
The principle of that rule was this, that no act of the debtor—compromise, 
collusion, or anything else—as regards one creditor ought to prejudice the 
rights of the other honest, bond fide creditors. The ape of that rule did 
not apply to such a case as the present, and, but for authority, his lordship 
should have felt great difficulty in extending the rule to such a case. But 
Ex parte Kibble was a direct decision of the Court of Appeal that the court 
would enter into an inquiry as to the validity of a —— debt, at the 
instance of the debtor himself, upon an application to adjudicate him a 
bankrupt. It was contended that the court would not do this unless the cir- 
cumstances alleged were such as, if the debtor were solvent, would give him 
an equitable right to impeach the judgment. But in Ex parte Kibble there 
was nothing to raise any such equity in favour of thedebtor; the court was 
simply satisfied by the evidence that the alleged debt arose out of a trans- 
action entered into during the infancy of the debtor, and the court said that 
that could not constitute any realdet. The principle of the decision must 
have been that which had been referred to by the Master of the Rolls. The 
court was not bound, under section 7, to make a receiving order; even if 
the debt and the act of bankruptcy were established, the court had a dis- 
cretion. What ought to be the guide to the exercise of this discretion? 
His lordship thought that if the claim was one which, if the debtor’s 
allegations were true, would give the claimant no right in bankruptcy, the 
court ought not to make a receiving order, but ought to require the matters 
alleged to be investigated. Of course, the judgment could not be dis- 
regarded unless the debtor was himself willing to submit to examination. 
Linptey, L J., said that, as between the debtor and the creditor, there 
might be no ground on which the debtor was entitled to have the judg- 
ment set aside or execution stayed. But it by no means followed, as a 
matter of course, that the creditor was entitled to a receiving order in 
respect of the judgment debt, for bankruptcy proceedings were not like 
ordinary proceedings, affecting as they did, not only the debtor, but all 
his creditors. Before bankruptcy proceedings were put in motion, it was 
the duty of the court to see at whose instance they were being put in 
force.—Counset, Winslow, Q.C., and A. A. Terrell ; R. Vaughan Williams. 
Soricrrors, H. W. Chatterton ; C. F. Emmott. 





CASES AFFECTING SOLICITORS. 
CHAPPELL v. GRIFFITH.—Kay, J., 5th November. 


PartNersHip as Soiicrrors—Disso_vutron—RIGuHT TO UsE PARTNERSHIP 
Name. 


This was a motion to restrain the defendant from carrying on business 
as a solicitor under the style of ‘‘ Chappell & Griffith.” The plaintiff, 
C. Chappell, and his father, F. B. Chappell, had carried on business as 
solicitors under a partnership ment with the defendant under the 
style of Chappell, Son, & Griffith, in Golden-square. In 1883, F. B. 
Chappell died, and the partnership agreement provided that the surviving 
partners should ascertain the value of his share, and pay the amount to 
his executors, and be entitled to carry on the business under the old style. 
The plaintiff, C. Chappell, and the defendant carried on business in 
partnership under the old style until October, 1885, when they dissolved 
partnership by mutual agreement by a writing, dated the 24th of October, 
1885, which was silent as to the goodwill of the business. After the 
dissolution the plaintiff, C. Chappell, carried on business at the old 
premises under the style of Chappell & Son, and the defendant took new 
premises in Golden-square. Shortly after the dissolution, the defendant 
wrote to C. Chappell suggesting an arrangement by which each should 
carry on business in future, under a style slightl differing from that of 
the old firm, to avoid the risk of either being subjected to liability from 
the transactions of the other. The defendant had issued a circular to all 
the clients of the old firm announcing the dissolution, which had not yet 
been gazetted, though an advertisement had been prepared by the 
defendant, and sent to the *— for his ature. The action was 
brought by O. Chappell and the executors of F. B. Chappell. Kay, J., 
held that, whatever might be the decision at the trial, there was no case 
made out on the evidence before him for restraining the defendant from 
doing that which he had done bond fide and on sufficient notice to the 
other side. The agreement for dissolution was silent as to the goodwill— 
as was to be gathered from the subsequent conduct of the parties— 
because each intended to ca on business as a solicitor. On the 
authority of Banks v. Gibson (13 W. R. 1012, 34 Beav. 566), Levy v. Walker 
(27 W. R. 370, L. R. 10 Oh. D. 445), the defendant was entitled to use 
the name of the old firm, subject to the qualification that he did not 
oo anyone to liability thereby, and in the present case there was no 
risk of so doing. On the evidence, he assumed that the surviving partners 
had paid out the executors; but, in any event, their only ig t was to 
receive a sum of money.—OounssL, Graham Hastings, Q.0., Haldane ; 


Pearson, Q.C., and Joseph Beaumont. Sourcrrors, Frank Richardson ¢ 


ROWLANDS v. WILLIAMS—C A. No. 2, 11th November. 


Soricrror—Costs—CuHARGE ON Propgrry ‘‘ RECOVERED OR PRESERVED ”’— 
23 & 24 Vicr. c. 127, s. 28. 


The question in this case was whether the defendant’s solicitor was en- 
titled, by virtue of section 28 of the Solicitors Act of 1860, to a charge 
for the defendant’s costs a ba —— upon the ao ame yg 
partnership property to w e ion related, on ground 
—— aie end meng ML ap of the action the 
instrumentality of the solicitor. The action was brought for the lu - 
tion of a partnership between the plaintiffs and the defendant in the 
business of colliery proprietors. The defendant delivered a counter-claim, 
by which he sought to charge the plaintiffs with a loss which he alleged 
o> ene — from pon * t —* * business. 2 2 
an order was made staying the proceedings e action, 
the purpose of enforcing that order and an agreement which had. been 
entered into between the . This agreement, which was scheduled 
to the order, provided—(1) that the partnership should be dissolved as 
from that day; (2) that the colliery and o partnershi; 
should be sold within six months, in the manner and on the terms and 
conditions to be fixed by two engineers appointed by the plaintiffs and 
the defendant respectively ; (3) that the works should be carried on by the 
plaintiffs in the meantime, subject to the supervision of the same two 
engineers; (4) that all accounts and matters relating to the partnership 
business and its property should (with certain exceptions) be referred to a 
referee, whose decision was to be final, it being further expressly 
that it was to be open to either of the parties to charge any or either of 
the other parties in res of any improper employment of, or dealing 
(if any) with, partn moneys or property for purposes other than the 
objects or purposes of the a oo afterwards 
entered into between the de’ t and the plaintiffs that the sale of 
colliery should be rescinded as from the next day, and that 
litigation in the action should at once be put an end to, and 
that the colliery should be carried on as before the commencement 
of the action. In July last the defendant’s solicitor applied to 
Kay, J., for an order d ing him entitled to a charge upon the shares of 
Se pantie vel Ge Cones Be eee . = 
the partners respect of the costs due to the applicant as so) 
the acfontent th the action. Kay, J., refused the appli so far as it 
related to the shares of the plaintiffs, but he granted it as to the shares of 
the defendant. Through some ion, defendant was not 
present when the order was made, it was su that he consented 
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to the application. The defendant appealed. Court of A (Sir 
James Hannen, and Bowen and Fry, L.JJ.) reversed the Sir 
San as ee ee as to the 
consent of the defendant, truth being that the defendant never gave 
any authority to assent to his share with these costs. 
defendant was not, therefore, precluded from from the — 
was come 


The simple question was whether by the compromise 
wert} had been “recovered or preserved” within the meaning of 

section 28 of the Act. In Pinkerton v. Easton (L. R.16 Eq. 490) it was 

clearly laid down by Lord Selborne, and this had ever since been recog- 

nized, thatlit was always a question of fact whether had 

** reco or preserved’? by means of a 

the judgment at the trial was founded on an agreement between 


parties. It had not been suggested Re eS ee 
ht to exclude the defendant. claim as 


was in dispute, nor was it 
papers not, therefore, bas ” by the action. The 


preserved 
vision in the agreement for the sale of the colliery and 
pro: was merely a mode of realizing the 
the defendant -in the partnership. The 
for the carrying out of the works until a sale, and that had no 
on the question whether any property had been ‘“‘ yea 
action. A ny be | ody ~ to 
the parties to charge others in respect of any employment 
of partnership moneys, was the am oh 
argument had been founded. But it really amounted to no more than 
this—that, if any 
a mode of dealing 
ever had been any such 
selves of the provision. It did not appear that there had been any 
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“recovery” or ‘preservation’? of any tangible property. Foron v. 
Gascoigne (L. R. 9 Ch. 654) showed that a very literal interpretation was 
” for there, though the defendant's 


to be given to the — — 
building was ‘‘ preserved”’ being 
cult pelated only to om easement of t, it 
solicitor was not entitled to any 
building. Bowen and Fry, L.JJ., concurred.—Covnssi, Upjohn ; Graham 
Hastings, QC., and Hadley. Soxtcrrors, Cunliffes ¢ Davenport ; I. H. 
Wrentmore. 





ELECTION LAW. 
DASHWOOD ev. AYLES—C. A. No. 1, 6th November. 
AMENDMENT oF Description. 
In this case the qualification of a on the list of 
voters for a count was given as “ — and garden andthe de 
scription of the qualify as “ part of se tenement.” The 
re by i the words ‘‘dwelling-house ” 
before ‘‘ tenement ’’ and omitiing “ ” It was contended for the 
objector that the barrister had changed the nature of the 


E 
g 
* 





Sadler ; Griffith Griffith. 


qualification by eo doing, and 

























— 


oot ne ere —— 


48 








THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


Nov. 14, 1885. 











to refer to the occupation franchise only. Lord Esuzr, M.R., said that 
there was power to amend. The duty of a revising barrister was to hold 
the balance as evenly as possible between objectors and claimants, and not 
to do anything, even where the power is given him, if it would unfairly 
posindice either party. There was power to amend in case of misdescrip- 
tion, and there had been a mistake in the present case. ‘‘ Tenement,” in 
its vulgar sense, undoubtedly signified a small dwelling-house, and read- 
ing the qualification with the description of the qualifying property, it 
was clear that the objector might easily have gathered what the nature of 
the premises were in sempest of which a vote was claimed. Corron and 
Bowen, L.JJ., agreed.—Covnset, Crump, Q.C.; Foote. Soxicrrors, Field, 
Roscoe, § Co. ; Gregory & Co., for Trevor Davis, Sherborne. 





MUNIFIE v. BANGER.—C.A. No. 1, 6th November. 
AMENDMENT OF DeEscRIPTION. 


In this case the qualification had also been given as tenement and 
garden, but the description of the qualifying premises was stated to be 
** school yard.’”? There was nothing to show whether “‘ school yard’’ was 
the name of a locality merely, or how many houses there were in it, or 
whether there were any there at all. It was contended for the objector 
that the qualification might be taken to be the occupation of offices or 
anything else, and that there was nothing to show that the inhabitancy of a 
dwelling-house was intended. The Courr said that it must not be taken 
that in every case where the word “tenement” is used it can be 
changed into dwelling-house, but they could not say that the revising 
barrister might not fairly between the parties have come to the 
conclusion that he might make the amendment.—Covnsex, Crump, Q.C. ; 


roa ——— Field, Roscoe, § Co. ; Gregory & Co., for Trevor Davis, 








THE JUDGES ON THE CRIMINAL LAW 
AMENDMENT ACT AGITATION. 


Max. Justice Srepuen, in charging the grand jury at the Norwich Assizes 
on Tuesday, said he was sorry there was such a heavy calendar and one 
ich contained a very unusual number of indecent cases. He had 
—s me — of this + it nt apna number of indecent 
cases brought up for trial, consisting principally of assaults u little girls 
was very much larger than usual. He could not ascribe this — in 
any way to the working of the new Criminal Law Amendment Act, 
because, out of the enormous number of cases that had come before him, 
two—one here and one at Maidstone—were triable under that Act, 
would not have been triable under the law as it stood before the 
Act was passed. Neither could he ascribe the increase to any special 
— part of the police; for the cases, without exception, had 
been forward in the natural and usual way by the parents of the 
children who had been so grossly outraged. Out of upwards of 
forty cases at the Sussex Assizes, eleven were of this description. 
At Chelmsford the proportion was considerably smaller, there not 
being more than four or five cases of indecency out of about 
tw 
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-three. But at the present assize, which embraced the counties of 

and Suffolk, he was sorry to say that nine or ten were cases of 

this sort out of a total of about forty prisoners—a proportion of one in 

He could not help fearing that these cases, which had always 

s certain extent, had increased in number by the most 

and injurious measures that had been taken for drawing public 

to subject. In his experience, which extended over the 

jod of seven years as a judge and upwards of thirty years as a 

of the profession, he had heard, of course, many hundreds—he 

, thousands—of different cases of crime, and there had always, 

y, been a certain proportion of these abominable cases. They 

so far as his experience went, committed almost invariably by 

persous of two clasecs—namely, on the one hand, by worn-out and 

debauched old men, and, on the other hand, by foul-minded boys and 

youths of the worst character and in the lowest a in every 
le crime 
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way, these being exeentially the brutal and abom 


6 which were 
the work of y characters. In stern questions of this 
kind, he thought that to call great public attention to them and to 


deactibe all their detaile—he cared not under what philanthropic or 
religious pretences—was about the most insane, the most injurious, the 
most dangerous thing which those who had the honour welfare of 
country at heart could y do. One might as well open 
a wewer and invite people to come and smell it, thereby to 
j what a dangerous thi sewer-gas was. They might say 
ved tof the gas”; but the effect would 
be a dreadful extension of disease. And many of those who made a great 
tir about indecent matters with the view, as they said, of calling public 
attention to them and putting down crime, did. really only effect the 
*** —— aged — * to — sat encouraging indecent 
—2 6 ose Who were foul and wicked enough to 
loathsome hice mn. * 
im t the grand jury at the Liverpool 
om Wednesday, — the — p Sell against * 
the j to be watchful with regard to 
and extravagant amount of 
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offences were easil. 


by literature such as that of which there had been too much, and while 
charged accusations were difficult to get rid of. 

Mr. Justice Mathew, in summing up to the jury in a case of indecent 
assault at the Manchester Assizes, pointed out : t 
the fear which had been upon the minds of many that this Act, which 
undoubtedly was a most salutary one, might be used for the purpose of 
extortion, and the discussion which had 
suggest to females of impure mind to bring unfounded charges. 
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SOCIETIES. 


BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION. 


The usual monthly meeting of the board of directors of this association 
was held at the Law Institution, Chancery-lane, London, on Wednesday 
the 11th inst., Mr. J. Anderson Rose in the chair. L 

resent were Messrs. S. Hurry Asker (Norwich), W. Beriah Brook, Samuel 

arris (Leicester), Edwin Hedger, Grinham Keen, R. Pennington, P 








October, 1885 :— 


Ainley, Herbert 

Allen, Rowland 

Anderson, Charles Augustus 
Andrews, Frank Reginald 
Atkinson, George Anthony John 
Audain, Cyril Bannatyne 

Auld, John Harrison 

Banks, Frederick 

Beckwith, Robert William 
Belk, Thomas 

Bellingham, Hugh 

Bemrose, Arthur Cade 

Benuett, William George 
Blewitt, Frank John 

Blunt, Arthur Giraud 
Bolingbroke, Ernest Michael 
Bonnin, Alfred 

Broad, John 

Brockbanks, Francis Herbert 
Bromhall, Thomas Henry 
Bryan, Frank Smith 
Cardale, William Henr 
Carter, Walter Henry 
Chadwick, Joseph Hiram 
Clarke, Leslie 


ham 


Colmer, sa Ernest 

Cooper, George 

Copeland, William Burdon 

Cross, Henry Wingfield 

Cullingham, James Barry 

Dawson, John William 

Dowling, Augustine 

Downey, John Henry 

Drummond, Duncan Powys 

Emsley, Herbert Edward 

tivans, John William 

Eve, Herbert Frederick 

Fullagar, Frank 

Garratt, John Whitmore 

Ge egan, 25 ‘ 

Go , Leo ugustus 
—— 

ramshaw, Charles Kdmund 


Grundy, Lewis Henr 
"Prederick Wiliam 


, Robert Donaldson 
Hold, I Vincent 
, William Heineken 





minds were easily stimulated 


Hovell, Arthur Henry 





LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 


INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
PRELIMINARY EXAMINATION. 


The following candidates, whose names are in alphabetical order, were 
successful at the preliminary examination held on the 21st and 22nd of 


Hubbard, Seymour Edgar 

Jackson, Donald Frederick 

Jackson, John George 

James, Daniel Pennant 

Jeffery, Cuthbert John 

Jessett, Sidney 

Johnson, Richard Byron 

Jones, William Morris 

Keeble, Edward Moss 

Keeble, Jasper 

King, Edwin Harry 

King, Leonard Burrows 

Kinsey, Frank 

Knaggs, Alfred Batiye 

Lawson, Arthur 

Lewis, Thomas Percy 

Long, Alexander John Wakeman 

Lowe, Walter 

Maffey, George 

Marks, Arthur Wilmot 

Masey, Arthur Adair 

Maynard, Temple William 
tcalf, Frank 


Me 
Mitchell, Sydney Alfred 
Murray, William Robert Walker 


Colby, Charles Llewellyn WhytehcadNelson, Edmund 


Nicholas, John Henry 
Northy, Walter Edward 
Phillips, Charles Jenkins 
Potts, William Henry 
Pring, Percy John 
Rainicr, John Loudon 
Roe, Robert Ernest Burton 
Rogers, Charles 

Rooke, Charles Keith Jago 
Schultz, George Charles 
Seddon, Jervis 
Seldon, William Britton 
Shea, Sidney 

Sinnott, Edward Stockley 
Smith, Crispin Edward 


Swanston, Edward Sherland 
Tatham, William Verit 


Thom Frederick * 
Toogood Reginald Curtis 
on Henry Edgar 


ow this case illustrated 


raised upon it might 


The other directors 


bili 

Roscoe, Sidney Smith, F. T. Veley (Chelmsford), W. 
Melmoth Walters, E. W. Williamson, Frederic T. Woolbert, and J. T. 
Scott (secretary). A sum of £618 was distributed in grants of relief; 
twelve new members were admitted to the association ; and other general 
business was transacted. Mr. J. Anderson Rose was elected as chairman 
of the board of directors for the ensuing year, and Mr. W. Edwood 
Shirley (Doncaster) as deputy-chairman. 
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Troagure | Webster, James Hewitt 
Tweedale, John Plowsrth White, Arthur 


Hastings 
Wickham, John Herbert Townshend 
Wade, William Mylies Williams, John Lee Bromley 
Walter, William Lenn Wilson, Herbert Duckworth 
Waud, Charles Ernest Waud Ww 3 
Ward, Henry William Wright, les ufoy 
Warner, Harry Ernest Vincent, William James. Nathaniel 
Watts, Herbert Joseph 


Voules, Francis Minchim 


LAW STUDENTS’ DEBATING SOCIETY. 


The usual weekly meeting was held on Tuesday last at the Law 
Institution, Chancery-lane, Mr. H. Mossop in the chair. Mr. Stewart 
Smith opened the motion for debate: ‘‘That this society sees nothing 
in the conduct of the Government in the past or in its promises for the 
future to. entitle it to the confidence of the country.” e opener was 
— ty om. Bilney, Rhys, Dobell, and Austin; and was opposed 
by . Muir, Wheeler, Lloyd Jones, and Langham. The motion, 
which = brought together an unusually large meeting, was ultimately 
negatived. 








OBITUARY. 


MR. FREDERICK FOX, 


Mr. Frederick Fox, solicitor, of Norwich, died on the 2nd inst., after 
a somewhat long illness. Mr. Fox was admitted a solicitor in 1845, and 
had practised for nearly forty years at Norwich. He wasa tual 
commissioner for the county of Norfolk and the city of Rouwich, 
and he had a good private practice. He was honorary secretary to 
the Norwich Solicitors’ Amicable Society, and solicitor to several of 
the local lodges of Odd Fellows. Mr. Fox had twice served the office 
of under-sheriff of the city of Norwich. He was buried at the Norwich 
Cemetery on the 6th inst. 


MR, JOHN ANSDELL. 


Mr, John Ansdell, solicitor, died at St. Helens on the 22nd ult., in 
his ty-third year. Mr. Ansdell, who was the oldest solicitor at 
St. H » Was tted a solicitor in 1830, and had for many years 
carried on a considerable practice in that town. He was formerly 
associated in partnership with Mr. John Cross Eccles. Mr. Ansdell had 
been for many years re ar of the St. Helens County Court (Circuit No. 
6), and filled that post at the time of his death. 








LEGAL APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr, Gzorcz Wii11AM Morrison, solicitor, of Leeds, has been appointed 
Deputy Sheriff and Deputy Returning Officer for the Pudsey and Bark- 
ston Ash Divisions of the West Riding of Yorkshire. Mr. Morrison is 
7— clerk of the borough of Leeds. He was admitted a solicitor in 


Mr. Tuomas Ropegricx, solicitor, of 19, Gresham-street, has been 
elected Bailiff of Southwark, in succession to Mr. William Gresham, 
deceased. . Roderick was admitted a solicitor in 1875. He was elected 


secondary of the City of London about a year ago. 


Mr. Ozcrt Bray, solicitor (of the firm of Cecil 
Holsworthy and Stratton, has been elected Clerk to the Holsworthy 
Board of Guardians, Assessment Committee, School Attendance Com- 
a Rural Sanitary Authority. Mr. Bray was admitted a solicitor 


& Peter), of 


Mr. Wii11am Dunn, solicitor (of the firm of Dunn & Payne), of Frome, 
has been appointed Deputy Sheriff and —— Returning Officer for the 
Wells, Frome, and Northern Divisions of Somersetshire. Mr. Dunn was 
admitted a solicitor in 1854. He is clerk of the peace and clerk to the 
lieutenancy for Somersetshire. 


Mr. Wi111aM Happ, solicitor, of Ross, has been appointed 
the Newent County Court (Circuit No. 53), in succession to 
Dighton, resigned. Mr. Hebb was admitted a solicitor in 1865. 


Mr, Onantzs Mtras, solicitor (of the firm of Mills & Bibby), of 
Huddersfield, has been elected President of the Huddersfield Incorporated 


— for the ensuing year. Mr, Mills was admitted a solicitor in 


Mr. Tuomas Wanp Laanrimip, solicitor and notary (of the firm of 
Hearficld & Lambert), of Hull, has been appointed Under-Sheriff of the 
‘Town and County of the Town of Kingston-upon-Hull for the ensuing year. 
Mr. Hearfleld was admitted a solicitor in 1870. 


Mr. Samuxt, Marius, solicitor and notary (of the firm of M & 
and Count of Nottingham, has been appointed Under-Sheriff of the 


trar of 
r. John 


a solicitor in 1880 


Mr. Hiawas, Comemer Cyst. ar ay of Ipswich and _ has 
been elected Town Clerk newly-incorporated Borough é 
Mr. Casley was admitted a solicitor in 1875. He is town clerk and clerk 
of the peace for the borough of Orford, and solicitor to the 
Ipswich Chamber of Commerce, and clerk and solicitor to the Ipswich 
Dock Commissioners. He is in with Mr. Peter Bartholomew 
Long, distributor of stamps for Suffolk. 


Mr. Francis Henry Jzevunz, barrister, has been * Chancellor of 
the Diocese of St. Albans and Chancellor of the Di of St. h. 
Mr. Jeune is the eldest son of the late Right Rev. Francis Jeune, D.D , 
Bishop of Peterborough, and was born in 1843. He was educated at 
Harrow, and was formerly scholar of Balliol Co , Oxford, where he 
graduated first class in classics in 1865. He obtai the Stanhope Prize 
in 1863, and the Arnold Prize in 1867, and he was afterwards elected a 
fellow of Hertford College. He was called to the bar at the Inner 
Temple in Michaelmas Term, 1868, and he practises on the South-Eastern 


Mr. H. 8. Quurrox, solicitor, of 9, Whitehall-place, London, has been 
appointed a Commissioner to administer Oaths in the Supreme Court of 
Judicature. 


Mr. Justice Srzpuzn has been elected an Honorary Fellow of Trinity 
College, Cambridge. 
Mr. Arruur Coxnen, Q.C., M.P., has been elected an Honorary Fellow 
of Magdalen College, Cambridge. 

Mr. Wri114m Hewerson, solicitor, of Appleby, has been elected Town 
Clerk of the newly-incorporated Borough of Appleby. Mr. Hewetson was 
admitted a solicitor in 1882. 


Mr. Pure Epwarp Marner, solicitor (of the firm of Mather, Cockroft, 
& Mather), of Newcastle-upon-Tyne, has been appointed Under-Sheriff 
of the City and County of the City of — 

ensuing year. Mr. Mather was admitted 


LEGAL MAYORS. 


Mr. Joun Wirit1am Pye Sutru, solicitor (of the firm of Burdekin, 2 
Smith, & Benson), of Sheffield, has been elected Mayor of that borough 
the ensuing year. Mr. Smith was admitted a solicitor in 1863. 


Mr. Joun Gzornce Lawrence Buiixm, solicitor, of Glastonbury, has 
been elected Mayor of that boro’ for the sixth time. Mr. Bulleid 
was admitted a solicitor in 1848, and has for many years been one of the 
borough aldermen. 


Mr. Ricuarp Renpie Miter Daw, solicitor, of Exeter, has been elected 
Mayor of that city for the ensuing year. Mr. Daw is the son of the late 
Mr. John Daw, solicitor. He was admitted a solicitor in 1859, and he is 

i of the Exeter County Court, and district registrar under the 
Judicature Acts. 


Mr, Epmunp Marxizey Awnry, solicitor (of the firm of Wood & Awdry), 
of Chip , has been elected of that borough for the ensuing 
year. . Awdry was admitted a in 1875. 


Mr. Amsrosk Wiii14m Knorr, solicitor, of Worcester and Bromyard, 
has been elected Mayor of the City of Worcester for the ensuing year. 
Mr. Knott was admitted a solicitor in 1863. He was sheriff of Worcester 
during the past year. 

Mr. Joun Tuornuttt Mortanp, solicitor, of Abingdon, has been elected 
Mayor of that boro for the ensuing year. Mr. Morland was educated 


at Harrow and at Trinity SS Se. Oe SS 6 
solicitor in 1863, and he is clerk of the peace for ire. 

Mr. Txomas Marrovaav, solicitor and notary (of the firm of Rylan 
Ra Bocca ten — ——— 
Mayor of that borough for the ensuing year. Mr. Martineau is an 


alderman for the borough. He was admitted a solicitor in 1851. He is 
law clerk to the Guardians of the Birmingham Assay Office. 


Mr. Atrrep Starting Biaks, solicitor (of the firm of Blake, Reed, & 
Lapthorn), of Portsmouth, has been elected Mayor of the Borough of 
— for the ensuing year. Mr. Blake was admitted a solicitor in 
1869. 


Mr. Benzamin Pacer Seam, solicitor, of I has been elected 
M of that borough the ens year. . Grimsey is registrar 
tte ieeutah County Court, and under the Judicatare 
Acts. He was admitted a solicitor in 1856. 

Mr. Ricnarp Nicnotas Howaarp, soliciter, of Wi and 


has been elected Mayor of the Borough of Weymou! 


for the year. 
Mr. Howard was admitted a solicitor in 1855. He is coroner for Isle 
of Portland. 


Mr. Brower Trop Pratt, solicitor (of the firm of Pratt & », 
of Newark, has been elected M of that borough for the year. 
Mr. Pratt was admitted a solicitor in 184. 

> — pry weate te cee of has been 
re-elected Mayor dorou enswng 7 . Hutchings 
was admitted a solicitor in 1875. ons 


ie, Sees etn, Kiscoen, eebies end soten, of Sten tee 
been re-elected of that for the . Me K 
wan edeattacd 0 calieaner Ay hee —— tad 





—— of the Town of Nottingham for the ensuing year. Mr, Maples 


Mr. Gaonos Lancaior Axpanwas, solicitor (of the firm of Andrewes, 
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Canham, & Andrewes), of Sudbury, has been elected Mayor of that 
—e for the ensuing year. Mr. Andrewes was admitted a solicitor in 





PARTNERSHIP DISSOLVED. 


Georce Harry Jznam and Grorrrey Cuartes Toruam, solicitors, 7, 
a a ame London Bridge (Jeram & Topham). Nov. 1. The 
Geoffrey Charles Topham will in future carry on business on his own 
po at the above address. [ Gazette, Nov. 6.] 








NEW ORDERS, &c. 


CHANCERY DIVISION.—MR. JUSTICE PEARSON, 
Norice. 


On Tuesday next, the 17th inst., some of the following actions with 
witnesses will be in his lordship’s pa for trial, at 10.30:— 
Otto v. Steel. Petrie v. Oliver. 


Serff v. Acton Local Board. 


Clark v. Bray. 
Johnson v. Starkey. 


Crickmer v. Freeman. 


Micuillo v. Alt. Woodward v. Green. 
Tyler v. Hearne. Trevithick v. Trevithick. 
Elisha v. Hunt. 








The Brussels correspondent of the Times records the death, at the 
age of seventy-five, of the distinguished Dutch jurist, M. H. Tels, who 


ra times declined the offer of the Ministry of Justice which was made 


At the livery dinner of the Farriers’ Company on Monday last, under 
the presidency of Mr. W. H. Herbert, the master, there were present, 
among others, Mr. H. Roscoe (President of the Incorporated Law Society), 
Mr. C. M. W Q.C., Mr. J. Shiress Will, Q.C., Mr. F. C. 
Bayard, Mr. — Smith (Solicitors’ Benevolent Association), and 
Mr. W. J. D. Andrew (Andrew, Wood, & Glasier). During the even- 
ing a deputation from the Scriveners’ Company, headed by Dr. Fresh- 

field, waited on the company, which visit was afterwards returned. 









COURT PAPERS. 


SUPREME} COURT OF JUDICATURE. 
Rota OF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 














APPEAL CouRT APPEAL COURT Mr. Justi 
Date. No. 1. No. 2. V. C. Bacon. Kay. 
Mon., Nov. 16 Mr. Farrer Mr. King Mr. Koe Mr. Leach 
Tuesday ... 17 ] Clowes Beal 
Koe Leach 
Clowes Beal 
Koe Leach 
Clowes Beal 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
NokTuH. iN. 
Mr. Jackson Mr. Pugh 
Lavie 
Jackson Pugh 
Carrington Lavie 
Jackson Pugh 
Carrington Lavie 
COMPANIES 


WINDING-UP NOTICES. 
Jornt Stock ——— 
LOOTED In CHANCER 
AUTOMATIC — InsTRUMENT COMPANY, LaMrFED. —Petition for winding up, 
7 ov 2, directed to be heard before Bacon, V.C., on Nov 14. Davis and 
ly ——— st, solicitors for the y 
LrarteD.—The Vacation Judge has, 
an order 8, Mr fi Wi by, 
— —— — t Horace Woodburn Kirby, 4, Coleman 


ANY, LIMITED.—Petition for wind up, presented N 

lore Kay, J., on Nov 14, wd 2— — ns, 

solicitor for the petitioner 

(Gazette, Nov. 6.1 

Bavaveu O11 Rerrsinc Company, Liurtep.—Pearson, J., og A by an order dated 
Oct 271, appointed Mr William Slingsby Ogle, 99, Cannon st, to be official liqui- 


—— Fourwaces Company, Liurrep.—By an order made by Ohitty, J 


* dated 
31, it was ordered that * —— winding up of the com - 

toned, Clements, oid Broad st, solicitor 3 licitor for the othe palitionee 
~~ Company Ear, an order made by ape A dated Oct 
inn fields, solicitors for na = — 


tobe offi 


Gated Oot S18 —— our Foster, 3, Copthall bl 
* Grenitors are on or before Dec 4, to send — 
the ————— of their debts or claims, to the above. 


Dec 18 at 12, at appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts a] 


STEAM —— CoMPANY, —— — for winding ane ee 
7, directed to be heard before Chitty, J., on Saturday, Nov 
te, New ae solicitor for rt ag 
Harrow Brick AND TILE CoMP. , LIMITED.—By an order made _b; 
—— Oct 31, it —— that ‘the — y be wound up. ansey 
een st, so) rs for the oner 
Ean ANY, LIMITED. hy on order made by Chitty, J., dated Oct 
a1, =. — ordered that | the voluntary winding =P of the company be continued, 
kin and Graham, Serjeants’ inn, Fleet st, solicitors for the petitioners 
— — SYNDICATE, Luwrep.—Petition for winding up —— resented Nov 7, 
irected to be heard before Chitty, J., on Saturday, Nov 21. bitts and Son, 
Field ct, Gray’s inn. — for the petitioner 
LANCASHIRE STEAM Comp. — ———— dated 
Oct 31, it was ordered that ¢ the com: y be wound up. Taylor and 
J — st, Bedford row, agents for Burton and Scorer, Lincoln, ecticitors for the 
oners 
* ENHALL STEAMSHIP COMPANY, LIMITED.—By an order made by Pearson, J., 
dated Oct 31, it was —5*— that the voluntary winding up of the company be 
continued. Flux and Co, East India —— — f for the petitioners 
MEDICAL ATTENDANCE ASSURANCE ASSOCIATION, LimITED.—By an order made 
Pearson, J., dated ‘Oct 31, it was ordered ‘that th 


Kay, J 


by 
e association be wound up. 
Harcourt, Moorgate st, solicitor f for the petitioners 
MInITARY AND CIvit SERVICE COLLEGE, LimITED.—By an order made by Bacon, 
V.C., dated Oct 31, it was ordered that the college be wound up. Savidge, 
Gracechurch st, solicitor for the petitioner 
Steam SuPPLY ASSOCIATION, LIMITED.—By an order made by Oe J., dated 
Oct 31, » was ordered that the ag pe — * pod an Tremellen, 
Gray’s inn sq, mts for Hastem, Bury, solicitor for e petitioner 
TYNE AN D Wein a Dream Sup Ownrne Comp. Liu1TED.—By an order made 
— ———— J., dated Oct Bt, it was ordered that the voluntary winding up of 
a com) “be continn Hickin and Graham, Serjeants’ inn, agents for 
—— , Sunderland —— for the petitioners 
.—By an order made by Kay, J., 


— ATES COMPANY, 
dated Oct 31, ordered that the company be wound up. Ditton, Queen 
Victoria st, Solicitor for the credito 

[ Gasette, Nov. 10.] 


FRIENDLY Socretres D1ss0: 
OLIVE BrancH LODGE, iis Order of Odd Fellows, Manchester Unity, 
Railway Hotel, Railway st, Nelson, Lancaster. Oct 30 
hoon oats, ony 8 
Room, Ho 


HOLYWELL FEMALE FRIENDLY Society, V 
‘arish rors Aa Meakin’ Farleigh, 


MonxTON FARLEIGH CLUB, Vestry Room, 
Wilts. Nov6é 
[ Gazette, Nov. 10.] 
SUSPENDED FOR THREE M 
UNITY AND LOVE LopGE, United Brethren Friendly "Bociety, Queen’s Arms Inn, 
Soham, Cambridge. Nov3 
LIVERTON MINES PROVIDENT BENEFIT Society, Schonl Rooms, Liverton Mines, 


Loftus, York. Nov3 
[ Gazette, Nov. 6.) 
'ARY ASSURANCE FUND, 


[Gasette, Nov. 10.] 


Opp FELLOws’ Widows AND ORPHANS AND 8 
Golden Lion Hotel, St Sampson’s sq, York. Nov6é 











CREDITORS’ CLAIMS. 


CREDITORS UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY, 
LAST DAY OF CLAIM. 
Beppows, HENRY, Bolton, Lancaster, Joiner. Dec 1. Pickersgill v Beddows, 
gistrar. Manchester District. Gee, — 
JOHNSON, WILLIAM, Walton on the Hill, Lan r. Retired Millwright. Nov 28. 
Johnson v Haskayne, —— i ol District Killey, Liverpoot 
Keates, HucH i Pratt st. Cam Town, Carman. Dec 1. Wilston v 
Keates, Chitty, J Christmas, Walbrook 
Mercatas. a. te Huxgy | SeNrseE, Lincoln. Dec 1. Smith v Metcalfe, Bacon, 
en, Lin 
RAWCLIFFE, ROBERT. 1 _ Hawes, —— Gent. Nov 16. Rawcliffe v 
Rawcliffe, Registrar, Preston District. reston 
Tore uy. J, Hay, —— Monmouth, Bo Solicitor. Dec 7. Benjamin v 
TURNBULL waite, Hesket in the Forest, Cumberland. Dec 7. Atkin- 
son Vv ——— Chitty, J. Mounsey, Carlis 
[ Gazette, Nov. 6.) 
Syma, ym ang Monmouth, Gent. Nov 30. Williams v Mostyn’ 
‘CHARD, eatga Norns, Lancashire, Surgeon. Dec 4. Coppock v 
uses Wie Gee Cammih v Hanke, Pearon 3 
Yo en! 10. v 
Richardson, Bridlington ngton aimee ory 
. THOMAS, Sydenham, Kent, — * Dec 10. Darwin v Letts, Pearson, 


J. Parton Rood lane, Fenchu: 
MoGzonce, THomas, Newark x BPR Trent, Starter for the Jockey Club. Dec 7. 
Vane eee ee yo. Seay, Te one Dec 14 
, Hun 0 armer. 
Foster v Wilkinson, Kay, J. — Cambridge J 


{ Gasette, Nov. 10.] 





CREDITORS UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP 36. 
LAST DAY OF CLAIM 
BATR, MARGARET, Dover. Dec. 24. Paddock and Sons, Han 
Buckunivor, Jos Avstix, Kintbury, Berks, Gent. Dec. a ” astiey, Hunger- 


— —— Elm *8 Gears in 4 wise Me Manufactuypr. Jan. 15, Woolley 
CAULWELL, Tuomas, Cudwell nr Barnsley, York, Bleacher. 
DowELt, JOsEPH, Bournemouth, Hants, Gent. Dec. 9. Martin, Feuchurch 
Disox, Tuoxas, Altmncham, Chester, Gent. Dec, 31. Farrar and Hall, Man- 
Fircn, the Rev. ApaM, Thornton Steward, York, Clerk. Nov. 30. Burrill and 
Hampson, James, Crumpsall, nr Manchester, Gent. Deo. 1. Oxford, Man- 


¥, Caerleon, Mommouth. Dec. 4. Colborne and 0 
Stratford upon Avon, Builder. ‘Deo, 19. Slatter and Co, Stratford 


Dec. 16. Tyas and 


—— ee 





CLaRx’s Patent Honen * —— Lucrrep.—Bacon, V.C., has, * an order 


a Avon 
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* Pain ole Waterloo, Lancaster, Saw Mill Proprietor. Dec. 16. 
Toss 

— —— Rectory, nr Bath. Dec. 12. Wheeler 

MonnIs, OHN, by en Derby, Cooper. Dec, 17. Taylor Burton fon 

QAMSBOTHAM, HENRIETTA ANNE, Devonshire rd, Forest hill. Jan. 14. Maples 

and Co, Frederick’s pl, Old Jewry 
REID, JOHN, Ramsga' t, Gent. 5* lave, Dover 

iN, cester. Arnall, 

SatMon, HENRY EDMUND, —J— Licensed Victualler. Nov 23. Elphin- 
~ Btone, Fenchurch avenue, pret, T 2a 

k — Victualler, Nov. 23. Elphinstone Stone, 


SELF, ELIZABETH. — Norfolk. Dec. 4. tes, Fakenham 
WHITAKER ROBERT, Royton, Lancaster, Gotion & Spinuer. Dec. 21. Fox, Man- 


chester 
WIGLEY, HENRY, Nottingham, Retired Butcher. Jan. 4, Turner, Notting- 
WrtiaMs, the Rev Davin, Newmarket, Flint, Clerk. Nov. 21. Davies Robert s 
ILTSHIRE, HENRY, Packington st, Islington, Greengrocer. Dec10. Parkes, 
boo Victoria st * 


Woop, TAoxas, Pickering, York, Builder. Dec.5. Pearson, Mal 
tGasette, Nov. 6.] 








BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 


BIRTH. 
D.—Nov. 7, at 36, Oambridge-terrace, Hyde-park, W., the wife of D’Arcy 
™ odd, barrister-at-law, ao — deny ° 


DEATHS. 
—— .—Nov. 4, at 11, Chepstow-villas, Bayswater, Edward Pidding, solicitor, 


THOMAS.—Nov. 4, at 36, Poplar-grove, Shepherd’s-bush- Ralph Tho: 
Si. & » Poplar-grove, Shep road, p mas, 





LONDON GAZETTES. 


THE BANKRUPTCY ACT, 1883. 
Frmay, * —— 1885. 


Alen, pa Lee, Kent, Builder. anne og eet Nov 4. Ord Nov 4. Exam 
a 


Allen, Joseph,‘and James Bedford, Liverpool, Cleaning Waste Manufacturers. 
Bolton. Pet Nov 4, Ord Nov 4. Exam Nov 23 at 11.30 
Ashdown, Tra: Bexhill, — Saw Mill Proprietor. Hastings. Pet Oct 
17. Ord Oct 3 ga No 
sorting, Wills ‘liam, Margate, _ Canterbury. Pet Oct 31. Ord Nov 2. 
ov 20 


Bellingham, Joshua Owen, Dudley, Worcestershire, Chartermaster. Dudley. 
Pet Oct 19. Ord Nov3. Exam Nov 19 at 11 





Booth, Benjamin, Womersley, Yorks, Farm Manager. Wakefield. Pet Nov 3. 
Ord Nov 3. Exam Nov 19 
B and Brodi chem, Heppehive, Brick Manufacturers. Portsmouth. 


race 
Ma os 20. Ord t Nov 4. Exam Nov 
Roby, Lancashire, Wheelw ——— Pet Oct a. Ord 
BY; : ee Nov 16 at 11 at Government b blag, ¥ Viok -y-¢-% 
Calf, Thomas Wormington, Wells, Tailor. 30. | Nov 2. 
ongam Nov san. Ganndenien, Dadiingbemdbies, Tew Baten: agtaieey. © 
m, Thomas, Saun ‘et 
Nov2. Ord Nov2. Exam Dec 9 at . 30 at County 3 — Aylesbury 
Exam Nov poe Erwood, Brecon, Grocer. Newtown. t Oct 28. Ord Nov 4. 


“omy ty Commission Agent. Birmingham. 
* — * Nov 4. a Dec 2 * 
Davis, Francis, Castlemorton, J— Farmer. Worcester. Pet Nov 4, 


Ord Nov 4. Nov 18 at 11.30 
Dove, Hoary. es Kent, Market Gardener. Canterbury. Pet Nov2. Ord 


Earnshaw, John Henry, Goole, Yorks, Assistant Bailiff, Wakefield. Pet Nov 
8 Ord Nov3. Exam Nov 19 
ahora, phon 8 Waseel, Southsea, Builder. Portsmouth. Pet Nov 2. Ord 


Fawn, Ge Gaventish rd, Brondesbury, Sto t. High Court. Pet 
Nov 20 Ora ov2. Exam Dec 4 at 11 at 3 Lin eoln‘s fan fel 
Court. Pet Nov 


— Daniel, Kennington Park rd, Tea nce 
rd Nov 4. Exam Dec 11 at 11 at 34, Lincoln’s “inn fi 
oR Thomas, —— Staffordshire, Builder. ol Pet Nov2. Ord 


Higmpton, Henry, ay to st, Wandsworth, Carman. Wandsworth. Pet Nov 3. 


Hawkyand ® christopher Marshall, Scarborough, Commercial Traveller. 

Ww! ars) Ne ro! omm: v 

a et Nov he need Nov 2 ‘nem Nov 17 at ci” ~ 

— ny Joseph, puninghem, eager Birmingham. Pet Nov2. Ord Nov 2. 

nh Ora No Edward a Wigs , Bury, Lancashire, Music Seller. Bolton. Pet Nov 
Frederick —— adlow. — Tunbridge Wells. 

AC . 
* meter a 8. ona Nov 3, Exam Deo 10 * pease alla * 
Hoy, Thomas Henry, and Robert Pringle Hoy. Lanapent, Hampshire, Tailors. 
rtsmouth. Pet Nov2. Ord Nov2. Exam Nov 
Janson Samuel, — Currier, ——— ⸗ Pet Oct 16. Ord Nov 


ham, out of business. Birmingham. Pet Oct 21. 


* lor’ < Town, 1 nr Pontypridd, Tailor. Pontypridd. Pet Nov 2. 
xam Nov 

Jones, a Charlwood st, Pimlico, Builder. High Court. Pet Nov3. Ord 
E Dec 11 at 11 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 

ednesbury, Staffordshire, Licensed Victualler. Walsall. Pet 


Th Gilfach . 
od ee ee Goce, Glamorganshire, Builder. Cardiff. Pet Nov 8. 
Phill ow allege. B aan Nov 38 nr Pontypridd, Grocer. Pontypridd. Pet Nov 3. 


Reichfeld, Henn, Gi Goodge at, Tottenham ot rd, Tailor. High Court. Pet Nov 3. 
Roberta, He may ohn at, = Green wigly Cont ————— Pet New 3, 
Qrd Noy ong a Dec 4at i — — — 


* 


Stork’ 

— wae’ 

Ora Nowe ‘Abergavenny, Man, Gro pater | 

Suinmers, Daniel, Abergavenny, Mon, Gro Pet Nov 4. Ord Nov 
mau Nes of 38 at County Court Ofioe, Since Trolesar 


— , out of employment. Stockport, 
ov 2. as ov2. Exam Nov 13 at 12.30 
Creeting All Suft 


Turner, Charles, Farmer. Bury St Edmunds. Pet 
Sept 9. Ord Nov 2. Exam Nov 26 at 2 at 
Alfred, Folkestone, Dairyman. 


Vipxam Nov 20 a AI Pet Nov2. Ord Nov 2, 

Exam 

Derbyshire hn George A tain in the 

Wy shire Militia. —— YY Oct 14. a ee 3. ~-¢ § 19 
at 12.1 


Whitehead, David Henry, John st, Edgware rd, High Court. Pet 
Nov4. Ord Nov 4. — 3 ⏑ 


Exam Dec ib at 11, at ‘Lincoln’ 
Whitworth , William, Birmingham, C r bihet Maker. —— Pet Nov 4. 


Ord Nov Exam Dec 1 at 2 
“Adolphus Frederick Arthur, Norfolk crescent, Hyde Park, Clerk in 
Weis Order. “High Court. ‘Pet Oct 16. Ord Nov2. Exam 8 at 11, at 34, 
Lingoln’s inn fiel 


First MEETINGS. 
Ainogorth, Henry, Bury, Lancashire, Land Agent. Nov 13 at 11.30. 16, Wood 
ser poltor ayton, Bexhill, Sussex, Saw Mill Proprieter. Nov 13 at 1. Townhall 
a Ta Willicen, Margate, Grocer. Nov 20 at1. 382, St. George’s st, Oanter- 
Bray; Joseph, R Rob aby. Lancashire, Wheelwright. Nov 17 at 2.30. Official Receiver. 


sep estate) Cheetham, Manchester, Joiner. Nov i6at3.15. Off- 
cial Receiver, Ogden's chbs Bridigo ot. st. Manchester 

Brookes, De vid, and Samuel —* piee, Manco , Sawyers. Nov 16 at 3, 

Calf, yor eoton: “W Wells, Somerset, Tailor. Nov 16 at 12.30. Official 

Cox, Charles — Oatord, Gardener. Nov 13 at 10.90. County Court, High 


Ban! _ Lowestoft, Suffolk, Net Manufacturer. Nov i3at3. Suffolk 
Devis, ag OER Worcestershire, Farmer. Nov 18 at 11. Official 
Doig, Stunts, Whitechapel rd, Baker. Nov 18 at ii. Bankruptcy bldgs, Portugal 
a, ty Market Gardener. Nov 20 at 10. 32, St George’s st, 
mR omas Wesel, Southsea, Builder. Nov 16at2.30, Official Receiver, 

Edwards Corbett Chatfield, Devonport, Patent Agent. Nov 18 at 5. Official 
mo Thomas Henry, Farnham Surrey, Builder. Nov 19 at 2.30. Town- 
Flowér, A., Southampton row, Auctioneer. Nov 18at 12, 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s 
— ——— rd, Upper Holloway, Grocer. Nov 16 at 12. Bank- 


Pe eee tile Ht Hulton, nr Bolton, Farmer. Nov 13 at 10. 16, Wood st, 





ie 





cpalton Seth, Li — Licensed Victualler. Novi7at3. Official Receiver, 
35, Victoria st, Liverpool 
y, Frederick , Wolstanton, Staffordshire, Potter’s Colour Mixer. Nov 13 


* Newcastle 
at 4. Official Receiver Helow pl, Be e Liverpool, out of business. Nov 17 at 2. 


Bucks, Draper. Nov 14 at 12. Official 
Receiver, 1 St Aldate’s, Oxford 
wkyard, Christopher —— ew Scarborough, Commercial Traveller. 
Nov 16 at 11. Official Receiver, ts Westen noe 
He lez wood, ey Wigley, Bury, Lancashire, Music Seller. Nov 18 at 10. 16, 
nm 


Holliday, Lola's nin ela Baber dom, — — Nov 18 at 12. Bank- 
OV 17 at 12. Gaznber of Gouin of Commerce, 1 165, Ch 
Pulley, Salop, Maltster. Nov 17 at 8.30. Law Society, Talbot 
Samson, Samnl, Peterborough, Currier. Nov 16 at 12, County Court, Peter- 
Sauna ‘ohn, Wednesbury, Staffordshire, Licensed Victualler. Nov 16 at 11.15. 
Larner, J eae Nabe Suan, F Fish Salesman. Nov 16 at 2. Bankruptcy 
Lincoln's inn fi 


. William, Buxton, Innkeeper. Nov isat 11.15. Official Receiver, 
Coun chbrs, Market 





Samuel, High Builder. Nov 18 at 3.15. Angel and Crown 

Hotel, — 
Mangins, Jeon, Lidebury, — Deveson. Nov 16 at 11.30. Official Re- 
Mcivee, Samuel Fraser estate), — yo , Sawyer. Nov 16 at 
Odell, John al Receiver, Gdn's Gardener. Nov Ie'at 8. Official Receiver, 109, 
Penn Henry, Gcarberengh, Bread Baker. Novy 13 at 11.90. Official 


ock, 
* py | arpurhey, Mane Manchester, Printer. Nov 23 at 11.30. Official 
— O — —* MW oallen Manufacturer. Nov 13 at 3. 
Oninial Receiver, Ban a 

— — st, Hounslow, Water Manufacturer. Nov 16 at 

12. 28 and 99, St. Swithin’s lane 
— —— Pocklington, Yorks, Drill Master. Nov 13 at 1. Official Re- 
Stewart, Jemas indermere, — — Watchmaker. Nov 14 at 
Tae Gierchant. Nov 18 at 4. Official Receiver, 


Crockart, W: 
12. Official Receiver, 37, x, Siem 
Thomas, vom, Geactt, York 

Bank Batley 
Tooke, Eaward, BAr Birkdale, sot tee Builder. Nov 16 at 3. Official Receiver, 
35, 





Travis, 55 ——* out of t. Nov Sati, 
10.30, Receiver, Coun chmbrs, 
Vincett, A’ , Folkeston ~~ -—_ Nov 20 at 9.15. 32, St. George's st, 


Cante — 
Walker, Henry, Otley, Pare tow, Leeds Nov 16 at 2. Official Receiver, St. 


Andre chm 
Wharrie, Wi Nov 16 at 3. Official Receiver, St. 
fag hy Park row row, Leeds 








Will ency os na Watil. Official Re, 
ceiver, gy row, 
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The folluwing amended notice is substituted * that published in the 
London Gazette of Nov 


Booth, William Stone, Coventry, Timber Merchant. Nov 13 at 8. Queen’s 
Hotel, Hertford st, Coventry 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
— Frederick John, Herne Bay, Carpenter, Canterbury. Pet Oct19. Ord 
30 
= ick, Joseph Thomas, Broadstairs, Baker. Canterbury. Pet Oct17. Ord 
30 
ee OT Joshua Owen, Worcestershire, Chartermaster. Dudley. Pet Oct 
Bary. Edward, Huddersfield, out of business. Huddersfield. Pet Oct 12. Ord 
ové 
Booth Penjemin, Womersley, Yorks, Farm Manager. Wakefield, Pet Nov 3. 
Brey. Joseph, Roby, Lancaster, Wheelwright. Liverpool. Pet Oct 31. Ord 
ov4 
Rustce, Att Albert James, Woodford, Essex, Carman. High Court. Pet Oct 28. 
Burron, Richard, and William Holand, Stainland, Yorks, Coal Merchants. 
Halifax. Pet Oct 31. Ord Nov 2 
Christie, William, Sunderland, Draper. Sunderland. Pet Oct 17. Ord Nov 4 
Dewar, James, Liverpool, Berthing Clerk. Liverpool. Pet Oct 15. Ord Nov 4 
— w, John Henry, Goole, Assistant Bailiff. Wakefield. Pet Nov3. Ord 
ov3 
— Thomas Wassell, Southsea, Builder. Portsmouth. Pet Nov2. Ord 
ov 
Fey, James, Middle Hulton, nr Bolton, Farmer. Bolton. Pet Oct 30, Ord 


a. Seth, Liverpool, Licensed Victualler. Liverpool. Pet Oct 26. Ord 


Christopher Marshall, New Scarborough, Commereial Traveller. 

‘et ane fm — Nov 4 

we) Leonard, Birmingham, Hop Merchant. Birmingham, Pet Sept 10. 
ov2 


Hoy, Thomas Henry, and ewe — Hoy, Landport, Hants, Tailors. Ports- | 


mouth. Pet Nov2. Ord N 
Huggins, Roger, Lidford, Seven, Mason. East Stonehouse. Pet Oct 27. Ord 
ov 
Bughes, Thomas, Salop, Maltster. Shrewsbury. Pet Oct 27. Ord Nov3 
Pusey, Mogan. Swansea, Jeweller. Swansea. Pet Oct 16. Ord Nov 2 


son, William, Beverley, Yorks, Grocer. Kingston on Hull. Pet Oct 28. | 


Ord Nov 4 
7, Enoch, Charlwood st, Pimlico, Builder. High Court. Pet Nov 3. Ord 


lea. Henry William Hope, Chancery lane, Solicitor, Chelmsford. Pet Oct 17. 


Ord Nov 
— William, Buxton, Derbyshire, Innkeeper. Stockport. Pet Oct 29. Ord 
ov 
McCullock, H —— Finsbury circus, Mining Engineer. Barnstaple. 
Pet June 2. Ord A Aug 4 
a fr Williamson, Sheffield, Leather Merchant. Sheffield. Pet Oct 12. 
ov4 
—— es Kirkdale, nr Liverpool, Corn Broker. Liverpool. Pet Sept 16. 
ov 
Ritherdon, North, Rectory rd, Hackney. High Court. Pet Aug 5. Ord Nov3 
—— oseph —— Morley, Yorks, Woollen Manufacturer. Dewsbury. 
Pe Nov 


Seddon, William, Liverpool, Paint Dealer. Liverpool. Pet Oct 15. Ord Nov 4 

ye James, West Green, Tottenham, Grocer. Edmonton. Pet Oct 20. 
ov3 

Sage, Coones, | Monkwearmouth, Durham, Boot Dealer. Sunderland, Pet Oct 


Travis, John Henry, Deansgate, Manchester, out of business. Stockport. Pet 
Nov 2. Ord Nov2 
i ag B® 10, 1885. 


RECEIVING 
Allerton, Alexander Rice, Southchurch, Essex, F Farmer. Lacan’. Pet Nov 
6. Ord Nov 6. Exam Dec 7 at 11 at Shirehall, Chelmsf: 
Austin, Alfred, Frizington, — Clogger. Whitchaven, Pet Nov 7. 
Ord Nov7. Exam Nov # at1 
. Thomas, Sheffield, — Clerk. Sheffield. Pet Nov 6. Ord Nov 
6. Exam Dec 3 at 11.30 
Barnes. William, Beeston, Nottinghamshire, Painter. Nottingham. Pet Nov 6. 
Ord Nové. Exam Nov 17 
Bulman, James, Carlisle, Fruiterer. Carlisle. Pet Nov5. Ord Nov5. Exam 
Nov 19 at 11 at Court house, Carlisle 
ell, Emma Mary, Newent. eS, Hotel Keeper. Gloucester. 
Pet Nov7. Ord Nov7. Exam 
» Richa —— Blackpool, Cabinet Maker. Preston. Pet Nov7. Ord Nov7. 


Cox, James “Blatch, and William Benjamin rity Torquay, Ironmongers. 
Exeter. Pet Nov5. Ord Nov5.. Exam Nov 19 at 1 ted ” 
illiam Deacon, Cowley, Middlesex, Brick —— High Court. 
Pet Nov 5. Ord Nov5. Exam Dec 16 at 11 at 34, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Ellis, Henry Elford, Hendon, Builder. Edmonton. Pet Oct 2. Ord Nov 6. 
Batey, Ortaca and Willie: Paley Boker ndwike, Yorks, T 
ley. Ormond, anc jam eckmon e, Yorks, Tailors. Dewsb 
Pet en 6. Ord Nov 6. Exam Dec 1 ite 
— Sharles Tucker, * John Hymas, Great Wakering, Essex, Groce 
Chelmsford. Pet Nov 6. Ord Nov 6. Exam Dec7 at 11, at Shirehall, Chelms- 


ford 

— Archibald, Hereford, Tailor. Hereford. Pet Nov7. Ord Nov7. Exam 

Nov % 

Hon, James, High street, Botting Hill Gate, House Furnisher. High 
baer a Pet Nov 5. Ord Nov 5. Exam Dec 11 at 11, at 34, Lincoln’s inn 


Hush, cle, Appleton, nr Widnes, Lancashire, Bookseller. Liverpool. Pet Nov 
Jrd Nov 5. Exam Nov 19 at 11.4, at Court house, Government bldgs, Vic- 


Socio of » Liverpool 
Jobns, John, Colwall, Herefordshire, Carpenter. Worcester. Pet Nov 7. Ord 
ov7. Exam Nov 21 at11.% 
Jones, Richard, Aberystwith, Cardiganshire, Coal Merchant, Aberystwith. Pet 
Nové. Ord Nov 6. Exam Nov 19 at 12.0% 
Knibbs, William Henry, Chorlton upon Medlock, Manchester, Coachmaker’s 
Manager. Manchester. Pet Nov6. Ord Nové. Exam Nov 7@ at 11 
Krotmschroeder, Henry Hermann, Birmingham, Galvanizer. Birmingham. Pet 
Nov5. Ord Nov5. Exam Dec 1 at 2 
. Thomas, Ske: Ametsdale, Lancashire, Plumber. Livespodt, Pet Nov 6. 
—E Nov * Exam Nov 19 at i2, at Court house, Government bldgs, Victoria st, 
VO) 
Mitchell, J — —— Yorks, erchant, Dews A . 
Ont None Rag M nt. Dewsbury. Pet Nov 5 
Morgan, F. 5., West é — st, Mayfair, Gentlemen. High Court, Pet Oct 19. 
Ora Nov 6. Exam Dec 10 at 11, at #4, Lincolm’s inn fields 
Niblett. George award, Cheltenham, out of business. Cheltenham, Pet Nov7. 


Ord Nov7. Exam Noy 27 at 12 
Gnd Norn pinuaion, Fiymouth, Ship Agent. Kast Stonebouse, Pet Nov 6. 


Live 
Nov 5. 
Exam Nov 
Phillips — George, 


rd Aug8. Exam Dec 
— Ernest, 
Ord 


anchester. Pet 


ov 7. 
Pet Nov7. Ord Nov 7. 


5. Ord Nov5. Exam D: 
Webb, Frederick, 


Brace and Brodie, Fare! 
Receiver, 166, —— st, P 


st, Car 
Clayton, Davi vid, Erwood, 
ayton, Da rw 
h, B Breconshire 
Earnshaw, John Henry, G 
Elliot t, John 


mingham 
Fieldgate, Daniel, Kenning 
bidgs, Portugal's 


st, Lincoln’s inn 


Hough. John, Appleton 
Official Receiver, 3s, Victo 


ceiver, W 
Jones, ‘Daniel, ——— 
ceiver, M 


coln’s inn 





Nixon, J 
18, Frankfort st, Plymouth 


rites Stourbridge 


Philli William, Pi 
Ree —— Ty 


er, Am’ 
— Ogden den's chbrs, 
Samuels, Wil 


Sanders, Thomas H: , K 


Court, Chelte 
Merthyr — 
‘ark row, f Leeds 


Receiver. ri Westante 9 
Tyerman Brothers, M: 


alton, 
— J i? oe 


Official Receiver, Couunty ch 
Wemyss, John at: 


George 
Nov 19 at 12.80. y 
Yorke, Walter, 
Leicester —— 
h, and James 





, Frank, Walton, Lancashire, Bootmaker, Liverpool, Pet Nové, Ord Noy 





‘ot Nov 4, 


est Ham 
Nov 7. isxain Deo 17 at ll ae 
Proctor, Thomas, Caledonian s rd, 
High Court. Pet Nov 3. Ord Nov 5. Exam 10 at Mat 24, Linoole tak 


Sadler Ambrose Lupus, Pendlebury, Lancashire, Tailor. Manchester. Pet Noy 
5. Ord Nov5. Exam Nov 19 at 1 
— William, and C a Hengieg DY Ditch nag meer — Acenta. 
OV 


e, Y 
Receiver, Sout! ate ichbrs, § Southgate, Wak 


Mi —— George E, Eardsley crescent, jourt a 
Ba: tcy bldgs, Portugal st, Lincoln’s fiel 
ayy on, | Ship Agent. Nov 19 at 8. Official Receiver, 


6. —— Nov 19 at 11.30 at the Courthouse, Government tides, Victoria et, 


Perry, duound, , Newport, » on, — Stable Keeper. Newport, Mon. Pe 
Posty. James, Stourbridge, te = AR Grocer. Stourbridge. Pet Nov9, 


17 at 11 
London rd, 
10 at liat 84, 








Order under s. 208, 
Court. Pet Nov#, 
of employment, 


Exam Nov 19 


Spargoe, L.. Comme’ aa East, Fine. Art Publisher. High Court. Pet Oct, 
Ord Oct 29. Exam Dec 8 at 11 at 84, Lincoln’s inn fields 
bs *— —— Baker. Taunton. Pet Oct 27. Ord 
ec 2a 
U; — James Reuben, and James Reuben Upton, jaa. Ore, nr Hastings, 
Hastings. Pet Nové6. Ord Nov 6 
Vachell "Frank Harvey, ——— Solicitor. — —* Pet Nov 7, 





Ward, Walter, and Ellis Ward, Dewsbury, Woollen Manufacturer. Dewsbury, 
Watts, John Hobson, Brinnington, Cheshire, Corn Factor. Stockport. Pet Noy 


ec 4 at 11.30 
» Licensed Victualler. Stoke upon 


mn. Staffordshire 
Trent and Longton. Pet : Nov 8. Ord Nov 3. a Nov 19 at 11.15. 


Allen, Joseph, and James Redford, — I, Cleaning Waste Manufacturers, 
Nov 18 at 11.30. 16, Wood st, Bol 
Bellinghem. Joshua Owen, Dudley, Vorcestershire, Charter Master, Noy 19 at 


iver, dley 
Blackbura, Thomas, Church st, Barnsley, Joiner. Nov 18 at 11.30. Official Re 
ver, 3, 
} Booth, Benja Wamsley, nr Doncaster, Farm Manager. Nov 18 at 3. 
Official Receiver, Southgate chbrs, Southgate, Wakefield 


—— Brick Manufacturers, Nov Is at 12. Official 


Bullock, George Henry, St. Beephen’ s chbrs, Telegraph st, Stock Broker, Noy 
18at 11. 38, Carey st, Lincoln 
ulman, J — Carlisle, Fruiterer. Nov 19 at 12. Official Receiver, 34, Fisher 


Bunton, Albert James, Woodford, Essex, Carman. Nov 19 at 11. 33, Carey st, 


Breconshire, Grocer. Nov 18 at 2. Lion Hotel, 


Buil 
Davies, Samuel, a ool, Montgomeryshire, Clothier. Nov 19 at 2. London 
and North Weste: tation Hotel, Statford 


ous Beene. Nov 18 at 1.45. Official 
ingham, Builder. Nov17 at11. Official Receiver, Bir- 


pk rd, Tea Merchant. Nou 18at12, Bankruptcy 
s inn fields 


nm, Owen, Wil ilcock ~ 4 ‘Wandsworth rd, Butcher. Novi9ati2. 83, Carey 


Haycock, John Edward, Eton, Buckinghamshire, Hatter. Nov 17 at. Official 
Receiver, 109 Victoria st, Westminster 
tch, Frederick William, 


Hadlow, Kent, Reerhouse Keeper. Nov 17 at 2.30, 


Spencer and — Mount. Pleasant, t, Tunbri Wells 


dnes, Lan , Bookseller. Nov 20 at 3. 


st, Liv 1 
Howlett, © Charles, Seettishan, Nortoliz jhopkeeper. Nov 20at 10. Court House, 
Johns, , Jokin, Colwel, Herefordshire, Carpenter. Nov 21 at 11. Official Re- 


, nr Pontypridd, Tailor. Nov 17 at 12. Official Re- 


Jones, Enoch, — st, Pimlico, Builder. Nov 19 at 2. 85, Carey st, Lin- 


Knibbs, William Henry, Chorlton upon Medlock, Manchester, Coachmaker’s 
Manager. Nov 27 at 3. Official Receiver, 2 en’s chbrs, Bridge — st, Manc 


Nov 19 


Parry, Jane, Penmaenmawr, Carnarvonshire, Licensed Victualler. Nov 23 at 
Port * "Ee nara Wn Stable Keeper. Nov 19 at 12. Official 
erry, Edmun on, Liv e v 19 a 
Recelver, 12, Ne Mon 


Perry, James, Stour rid) ge, Worcestershire, Grocer. Nov 17 at 10.30. Talbot 


, nr Pontypridd, Grocer. Nov 17 at 10.30. Official 


Merth 
a Baw ard Turton, Little Bookham, Surrey, Gent. Nov 17 at2. 
Otticial R 4, 100, Victoria st, Westminster 


ebury, , Tailor. Nov 18 at 2.30. Official 
Bridge st, Manchester 
g Ditch, Manchester, Manufacturers’ Agents. 


Nov 18 at 3. — Receiver, Ox ’s chbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 


ew rd. hmond, Uphol Isterer. Nov 19at3. Official 


Receiver, 109, Victor ’ st, Westminster 
Stinton, William Henry, Cheltenham, Cabinetmaker. Nov 18 at 11.15. Oounty 


Summers, Daniel, Abergavenny, Grocer. Nov 18 at 12, Official Receiver, 
Taylor, , Sunderland, Bootmaker. Nov 17 at 2.30, Official Receiver, 22, 
Turner, Charles, Oreeting All * Suffolk, Farmer. Nov 17 at 12.30, Official 


I 
Yl Slate Merchants..Nov 17 at 31. Official 


Weoslver. 8, Albert F Mindlosers 
Upton, James Reuben, and — ben Upton, jon., Ore, nr Hastings, 
woe gov Tait tout Sav: * — 2 High st, Lewe 

Willia: ——— 


gh 20 at 11.80. Official Receiver, 1 St 


Watts, John H Hobson, Rrinsingtin, —— Oorn Factor. Nov 18 at 11.90. 


chbrs, Stockport 
rick, Aberystwith, Captain in Derbyshire Militia. 
Court, Aberystwith 

» Boot . Nov 19 at 11. Official Receiver, 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
amee Fodtoed, Liverpool, Cleaning Waste Manufacturers, 
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Allerton, Alexander Rice, Southchurch, Essex, Farmer. Chelmsford, Pet Nov 
wet — Eastbourne, Builder. Lewes and Eastbourne. Pet Oct 20. 
polea “Sucmes, Sheffield, Surveyor’s Clerk. Sheffield. Pet Nov 6. Ord 
Faw hy Edward Jamer, Deal, Pilot. Canterbury. Pet Oct 26. Ord Nové 

7 Pin Ord Now Nor Frederick James, Framwellgate, Durham, Draper. Durham. Pet Oct 


6 
, Charles Exton, Manchester, Manager. Manchester. Pet Oct 2, 
Poole. Pet | 


ork, , Edward Br Ernest, Christchurch, Hampshire, Cycle Agent, 
pment "York st, Covent garden, Proprietor of the Bicycle News. 

oa Court. Pet Aug 22. Ord Nov 

Coa UDC, * Pentinck, Upper — lane, Kennington. High Conrt. 

one's * ohn Thomas, Coventry, Licensed Victualler. Coventry. Pet Oct 28, 


Ord Nov 
Ones, Joka 8 + Lowestoft, Net Manufacturer. Gt. Yarmouth. Pet Oct 
ov 
Davis, Ebenezer, Cowbridge, Glamorganshire, Stationer. Cardiff. Pet May 4. 


| 

Ord Juni 
one Francis, Castlemorton, Worcestershire, Farmer. Worcester. Pet Nov 4. | 
| 
| 
| 


Nov 
Feher, Bd Edward. Uphill, nr Folkestone, Grocer. Canterbury. Pet Oct 24. Ord | 
Fleming, Francis Anderson, North rd, Highgate, Corn Dealer. High Court. 

Pet Oct 23. Ord Nov 2 


Nov 6 
Gottig, Christian ——— * Finsbury pk, Licensed Victualler. High 

Court. PetSepti1. Ord N 
Hooper, Joseph Horn, Exmouth, ‘Devon, Fish Dealer. Exeter. Pet Oct 2i. Ord | 
Hunter, Thomas Geldert, Worcester, Grocer. Pet Oct 30. Ord 
Jones, Daniel, Tylorstown, nr Pontypridd, Tailor. Pontypridd. Pet Nov 2. ; 
Knibbs, William Henry, a ae Medlock, Coachmaker’s Manager. Man- 

chester. Pet Nov6. Ord 
Langtord, Wi — Eve, aan Hertfordshire, Upholsterer. Luton. Pet Oct 
lagen, —— Scarborough, Builder. Scarborough. Pet Sept 19. Ord | 
Mesepell, . Botan, Bargate, Gt. Grimsby, Farmer. Gt. Grimsby. Pet Sept 24. 
Moston James, Newcastle on Tyne, Grocer. Newcastle on Tyne. Pet Oct 23. | 
Morris, Thomas, the younger, Hastings, Grocer. Hastings. Pet Oct 20. Ord 
Nicholls, J — Chelmsford, Essex, Doctor of Medicine. Chelmsford. Pet Oct 10. 
Pate, Fr Frank, Walton, Lancashire, Bootmaker. Liverpool. Pet Nov 6. A 
Philips, William, , Penygraig, nr Pontypridd, Grocer. Pontypridd. Pet Nov 3. | 
Pownall, Robert Edward, Freetown, Sierra Leone, Architect. High Court. Pet | 
nab Be SS ewade, Bedfordshire, Grocer. Bedford. Pet Oct 20. Ord | 
Saunders, ¢ George Ormond, Long-acre, Gentlemen. High Court. Pet Aug 10. 
Shelley, Enoch, Tillington, Stafford, Grocer. Stafford. Pet Oct 24. ind, 
——— James, Folkestone, Pork Butcher. Canterbury. Pet Oct 21. Ord 
summers, Daniel, Abergavenny, Mon., Grocer. Tredegar. Pet Nov 4. Ord | 


Teny, Robert Jenkin, Margate, Fruiterer. Canterbury. Pet Oct 2. Ord | 
ov 


Worcester. 


we 
Watt Frederick, Longtes, 5 
Trent and Longton. Pet nat 3. 





gobn I Hobson, Brinnington, Cheshire, Cornfactor. Stockport. Pet Nov 


rdshire, Licensed Victualler. Stoke upon 
Ona Ne Nov5 
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SCHWEITZER’S COCOATINA 
Anti-Dyspeptic Cocoa or Chocolate Powder. 


Guaranteed Pure Soluble Cocoa of the Finest Quality 
with the excess of fat extracted. 

The Faculty pronounce it ‘* the most nutritious, per- 
fectly digestible bev: for Breakf: Luncheon, or 
Supper, and inyaluable for Invalids and Children.” 

Highly commended by the entire M 

Being without s » Spice, or other admixture, it suits 
all palates keeps for years in all climates, and is four 
times the strength of cocoas THICKENED yet WEAKENED 
-_ starch, &c., and IN BEALITY CHEAPER than such 

ixtures, 

Made instantaneously with boiling water, a teaspoonful 
to a Breakfast Cup, costing less than a halfpenny, 
Cocoatina a La VANILLB is the most delicate, digestible, 
cheapest Manilla Chocolate, and may be taken when 
richer te “@ is yg <= 
In tins at Is, 6d,, 3s,, 68. 6d., &c,, by Chemists and 
Grocers. 
Charities on 8: Terms by the Sole it arog 
H. Souwzirzzr & Co., 10, ima. Strand, Lond 


TRADE MARK. 





HOWARD'S PATENT. 
LETTER COPYING BOOKS. 


UNTEARABLE LETTER 
COPYING BOOKS. 


Stronger and more durable than any other 
Letter Copying Books now made. 


PRICE LIST UPON APPLICATION. 


WODDERSPOON & CO., 
7, SERLE STREET, anp 1, PORTUGAL STREET, 
LINCOLN’S INN, W.C. 











EDE AND SON, 
ROBE Pes MAKERS, 


Br —_ APPOINTMENT, 
To Her obey Lord Chancellor, the Whole of the 
Judicial ial Bench, Corporation of London, &o, 


ESSRS. 


collections amply —— 
ROBES FOR QUEBN'S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS 


SOLICITORS’ GOWNS, 


Law Wigs and Gowns for Registrars, Town Cler , 
. and Clerks of Sree, ~~ . 


CORPORATION ROBES, UNIVERSITY & "grey GOWNS 
KSTABLISHED 1689, 


4, OHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 


reversion in 


Particu 


had _ at the Mart, E.C 


Frank Richardson & Sadl 


Cheaps 





CITY of LONDON. 


Valuable Freehold Ground-rent of £78 15s. per annum, 
with Reversion to the Rack Rental in 85 years. 


JONES, LANG, & CO. have 
received instructions to SELT, by AUCTION, 
at the ee Sg ag 


NOVEMB the 
YREEHOLD GROUND-RENT of £78 15s., 
Ae well-constructed 


from Poreatree), hn in the 1 City 
present is of the a wd ot oboe £300 per annum, 

with — of WH. Sorymgout, Ba be 
Architect, 50, Lincoln’ e-inn-field W.0, 


%, Golden- 
mY pent otto Atanas Wigan 


ORTHERN ASSURANCE COMPANY, 
Established 1836, 
Lowpow: 1, Moorgate-street, B.C. Anzeprer: 8, 


INCOME & FUNDS (1894) >— 


,on FRIDAY 
* * very valuable 
in one 





——— doors 
Slane. we the 
tal, which at 


—* 





Quiur Orrices: 19 anv 90, Connma, Lowper, AG 

























THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. Nov. 14, 1885. 












Now Ready, Price 10s. 6d. 


THE YEAR'S DECISIONS: 


& DIGIEIBOD 


OF ALL THE 


CASES DECIDED IN THE SUPREME COURTS OF JUDICATURE, 


AND ALSO IN THE 


BANKRUPTCY AND ECCLESIASTICAL COURTS, 


WITH 


APPEALS TO THE HOUSE OF LORDS AND PRIVY COUNCIL; 


ALSO OF 


CASES DECIDED IN THE SUPERIOR COURTS IN IRELAND ; 


From 24TH oF OcToBER, 1884, To 12rH oF Avaust, 1885. 


By EDMUND FULLER GRIFFIN, Esq., B.A., Barrister-at-Law. 
LONDON: 

































27, CHANCERY 





LANE, W.C. 


* pi ee —— 








ESSRS. DEBENHAM, TEWSON, 
AVE FARMER, & BRIDGEWATER’S LIST of 


105,000 ACCIDENTS 


FOR WHICH 
; Tw ESTATES and HOUSES to be SOLD or LET, includi 
3 vo. MILLIONS —— = Estates, —— and Country Residences, Hanting 
4 BEEN PAID ani ootin narters ‘arms, Ground Ren‘ mnt 5 p 883 
; COMPENSATION Charges, Home Property and Investments generally, is The Companies Acts, 1862 to 1 » 





published on the first day of each month, and may be 2 
 ptained, free of charge, at their o 80, Cheapside, | Every requisite under the above Acts supplied on the 
£.C., or ‘will be sent by post in return for two stamps.— shortest notice. 

Particulars for insertion should be received not later than * 
four days previous to the end of the preceding month. 


WV BS. JOHNSON & DYMOND beg 
to announce that their Sales by Auetion of 
carte, Watches, Chains, Jewellery, Precious Stones, 


ARQUHAR, Esq. ld ednesda: ursda; 
Apply to the Clerks at the Railway Stations, the cal Fri Fides a mo * 
Local The attention of Boticttors, Executors, Trustees, 


Agents 
West-end Office :—8, Granp "Hor BUILDINGS, and others is parti: ly to this ready means 
— — | Gienta, en Seacaiy ef Secu ane other 


LONDON, E.C. ce of the frequency of their sales 
, Secretary. ved. are enabled to include ‘large o r smail 
—— at short notice (if required). 
of Furniture held at 
Valuations for Probate or 


THE RAILWAY PASSENGERS’ ASSURANCE COMPANY 
64, CORNHILL. 
ACCIDENTS OF ALL KINDS. 
; Paid-up and Invested Funds, £260,000. Premium 


et — £235. 
CHAIRMAN :— RVIE M. 





The BOOKS and FORMS kept in stock for immediate 


use. 
MEMORANDA and ARTICLES OF ASSOCIATION 
— rinted in the BY ad form for registration and 
on, SHARE CER’ i DEBENTURES, 
age eet and printed, OFFICIAL SEALS desi 
ep No Charge for Sketches, 











Solicitors’ . Account E Books. 


RICHARD FLINT & CO. 


(Late ASH & FLIN"), 


t the 
Head Office :—64 CORN 
WILLIAM J. 


yas CHANCERY LANE SAFE DE | 
Tato meee 61 and 62, Chancery-lane, W.C. 








53 ae 
Dg ysdetninto —— 


rivate houses. 
msfer. Terms on ap- 


— 











formally Business | Plication to the City Auction Rooms (established | Stationers, ers, Registration Agents, 
by the Lard yt 7th May, ed tor the Public | 1793), 88 and 39, urch-street, B. O. 49, FLReI-STREET, | LONWON, E.C, (ourner 
ase now invited (on tation of card) to inspect | — * . Johnson — — beg } notify 2 cf Serjeants’ -inn). 
2* —— the eager Will may remele | Goods, Household and omnes ng ADD Annual and other Returns Stamped and Filed. 
of charges, &¢ &c., are held on each day ‘of. "the * 
The Renters of ve the x use of convenient | Satu Wy excepted). 
Writing and Weltine foone tre of charge. 


PARTRIDGE & COOPER, 


LAW AND GENERAL STATIONERS, 
1&2, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON, E.C, 


remesuny CHAMBEKS, FINSBURY 

 handsnne Butidicn — ——— 
an 

pe. A » KR. — rooms on First Floor, with corri — which can be 

| converted into ante-room, very yw, for a Solicitor ; 

IXteREst” ~ on | rent v —— ply to Mr. A, 





ESTABLISHED 1861. 
EEE BECE 


ee) 





—— 2, | 








ASB TST NAR re HS 


— inte ton ovnneyer| Hnedenerontierrna. "| Saty Gopying and Engrossing, 
mum mon 

when below £50. ‘a. * and TE and copied on the Premises 

not drawn | | RESIDENTIAL © CHAMBERS in ¢ in Gray's —— — exptet on the Posmsew 


the Custody of Deeds, Writings, and other | water, and LARGE, 13, premt, SWS. canna he A good Discount allowed on agreed accounts 


! 























Apply R. E. | 
i md Valuables; the collection of Bills or | square, Gray's-inn | LAW PRINTING. 
- — — — 2 © SOLICITORS and Others. — Lofty | STATEMENTS OF CLAIM AND DEFENOE, AFFI- 
£ BIRKBECK ALMANACK, with full particu- | a and Well-lighted Offices and Chambers to be DAVITS, and other PLEADING, Printed at 1s, per folio, 
if post-tree, on at Lonsdale Chambers, No. 27, -lane | DEEDS,” CONVEYANCES, MORTGAGES, &c., Printed 
4 cis haves RAVENSCROFT Manager. (opposite Be Mow low Courts). oe we) in form for Registration. 
S sean oe) Discount allowed f te. 
: QUPERIOR SKCONDHAND | FURNI. | Arply to Mean. LUNDY & Co ——— slasbmna alee * 
& CO.’S 
3 established FURNISHING WAREHOURES, 4 and | UBNISH your HOUSES or APART- 
5 4 — eee, GHOUT on a BRIEFS, PETITIONS, DRAFTS 
i assortment in old : i ¥. ant MOEDER's HIRE SYSTEM. UTES oF EVIDENCE, Lithographed 
Tarde, dine faba, boot —** — |: iets: —— — * | — en BUILD 
bed-room suites | a SEB hic y 
original renovated and sent Tay Eustate ried ataloun particulars of with securacy and dispateh. — 
new; also furnitare and Turkey carpets. The 
een value offered. Comparisons invited. | re. 5 2, Totton hemn-gourt- PARCHMENT AND LEGAL PAPERS 
’ OF Ww 
’ supplied, lished 1863 ’ | Samples and Catalogues sent poat-free, 
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